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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Testimony of James W. Reede, Jr., Ed.D

This Final Initial Study contains the California Energy Commission (Energy
Commission) staff’s evaluation of the Modesto Irrigation District Electric Generation
Station (MEGS) Ripon, Application for a Small Power Plant Exemption (SPPE).

The Energy Commission has the exclusive power to certify all sites and related facilities
for thermal electrical power plants of 50 MW or larger within the state. A provision of
the Warren-Alquist Act allows the Energy Commission to exempt power plants not
exceeding 100 MW from the site certification process if it finds that no substantial
adverse impact on the environment or energy resources will result from the construction
or operation of the proposed facility. Under this exemption process the Energy
Commission prepares the environmental document that will be used by local and state
agencies that issue the necessary permits.

In the Final Initial Study, staff examined the environmental, public health and safety, and
transmission systems engineering aspects of the MEGS project and presents its
conclusions and proposed conditions of exemption that staff believes are necessary to
mitigate or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts of the proposed facility, if
exempted. This Final Initial Study is not a Committee document nor is it the final or
proposed decision.

BACKGROUND

On April 21, 2003, the Modesto Irrigation District (MID), filed an Application (03-SPPE-
1) for SPPE for the MEGS project, and staff began its review of the project. The Energy
Commission appointed a Siting Committee to oversee the SPPE application on April 30,
2003.

The analyses contained in this Initial Study are based upon information from: 1) the
SPPE Application for the MEGS; 2) Supplement “A”, Zero Liquid Discharge Amendment
to the SPPE; 3) the applicant’s responses to data requests; 4) interested federal, state,
and local agencies; 5) various documents and publications listed at the end of each
section and ; 6) public workshops and site visits.

The Energy Commission staff and the committee assigned to the case have made a
substantial effort to notify interested parties and encourage public participation. The
Energy Commission has:

f Mailed two separate Notices of Receipt to interested parties, local libraries,
responsible and trustee agencies, and contiguous property owners (one notice
mailed on April 23, 2003, for the Application for Small Power Plant Exemption and
one notice on June 23, 2003, for the Zero Liquid Discharge Amendment to the
SPPE;

' Mailed a Notice of Public Hearing and Site Visit on May 1, 2003, to responsible and
trustee agencies, persons with contiguous property to the proposed project, and
individuals that expressed interest in the project;
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f Placed an advertisement notice in the Ripon Record on May 14, 2003, to announce
the Public Hearing and Site Visit;

' Conducted an Informational Hearing and Site Visit on May 16, 2003;
 Held Public Workshops on May 16 and June 13, 2003;

' Mailed a Notice of Availability of the Draft Initial Study to agencies, nearby property
owners and other interested parties.

' Mailed a Notice for a Draft Initial Study Workshop on July 23, 2003, to responsible
and trustee agencies, persons with contiguous property to the proposed project, and
individuals that have expressed interest in the project.

 Held a public Draft Initial Study Workshop on August 8, 2003.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

MID proposes to construct and operate a 95-megawatt (MW) generation plant called the
Modesto Irrigation District Electric Generation Station (MEGS). The natural gas-fired
simple cycle plant will consist of two General Electric LM 6000 SPRINT combustion
turbines. Part of the proposed project includes the construction of approximately 0.25
miles of a new 69-kV sub-transmission line and a fiber optic cable, approximately 0.25
miles of a new eight-inch natural gas supply line, and water supply and wastewater tap
lines connecting with existing City of Ripon lines located under South Stockton Avenue.
See Project Description Figure 3

The project is proposed to be located on a 12.25-acre parcel at South Stockton Avenue
and Doak Boulevard in the City of Ripon, San Joaquin County, California and will
occupy approximately eight acres on the northern side of the site.

The proposed power plant would utilize raw water from the City of Ripon’s non-potable
water system. Water for cooling, process water, and sanitary uses would be provided
via new pipelines constructed by the City of Ripon. The proposed water pipeline would
be routed within South Stockton Avenue directly east of the project site.

As originally proposed, the MEGS project would have required an average of 122
gallons per minute of a non-potable water supply with a peak demand of 244 gpm.
However, the project has been amended to include a zero liquid discharge (ZLD)
system. This system will allow for recycling of waste streams for reuse within the
facility, which will result in lower non-potable water demands of 83 gpm on average and
167 gpm peak.

A more complete description of the project, including a description and maps of the

proposed upgrades to the transmission, water, and natural gas pipeline upgrades, is
contained in the PROJECT DESCRIPTION section of this Initial Study.
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STAFF’S ASSESSMENT

Each technical area section of the Final Initial Study contains a discussion of impacts,
and where appropriate, mitigation measures presented in the form of conditions of
exemption. The Final Initial Study includes staff's discussion of:

f The environmental setting surrounding the project area;

f Significant impacts to public health and safety, and measures proposed to mitigate
these impacts; and

 Significant environmental impacts, and measures proposed to mitigate these
impacts.

The table on the following page presents a summary of the potential impacts of the

MEGS. Staff believes that if the Conditions of Exemption recommended herein are
implemented, MEGS will not cause significant adverse direct, indirect, or cumulative
impacts.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff has concluded that, with the implementation of all conditions as recommended
herein, the MEGS Project will not result in any significant impacts to public health and

safety or the environment.

Summary of Conclusions: Environmental and Engineering Checklist

Potentially Less Than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
Impact Impact With Impact
Mitigation

ENVIRONMENTAL
Agricultural Resources X
Air Quality X
Biological Resources X
Cultural Resources X
Energy Resources X
Geology and Paleontology X
Hazardous Materials and Waste X
Hydrology and Water Quality X
Land Use and Recreation X
Noise X (a)
Public Health X
Socioeconomics X
Traffic & Transportation X
Visual Resources X

ENGINEERING

Transmission Line Safety and X
Nuisance
Transmission System Engineering X

a) In response to community concerns, and to verify staff's assumptions, staff is conducting an ambient
noise survey at a nearby residence, to take place the week of August 25, 2003. This information will be

provided prior to the hearings.

PUBLIC REVIEW

A 7-day public review period will follow the release of this Final Initial Study. Comments
on the Final Initial Study must be submitted to the Energy Commission by August 29,

2003, at the address below and/or presented at hearings scheduled for the project. For
further information or to submit written comments, please contact:

James W. Reede, Jr. Ed.D, Project Manager

MEGS Ripon Project

California Energy Commission

1516 9" Street, M.S. 15
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 653-1245

Phone

Fax (916) 654-3882
E-mail: jreede@energy.state.ca.us

There is a public hearing scheduled for September 2, 2003, beginning at 12:30 P.M. at
the Modesto Irrigation District offices located at 1231 Eleventh Street, Modesto, CA.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

August 2003



MID ELECTRIC GENERATION STATION (03-SPPE-1)
FINAL INITIAL STUDY

TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ...t sssssssns i
PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION...........cceviue \'
INTRODUCTION......ceemiiiririiiniisssssrs s sssssss s anns 1-1
PROJECT DESCRIPTION.......cooiiiiiiiiiirirr s 21
Y| L 0 3-1
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ...t 4-1
CULTURAL RESOURCES.........ccciimmmrrrrririssssss s 5-1
ENERGY RESOURCES .......ccooimrrrrrrnnssssnnn s 6-1
GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY .....ccooiirmmmmmmrmrrrrrssesseseressseeeeees 71
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ... e 8-1
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY ....cccoiimmmrrrrernnnsssnnsennes 9-1
LAND USE AND RECREATION......cccomimmmmmmrmmmmmrrrrreerene e 10-1
NOISE AND VIBRATION........ccooimmmtrrrrrnnssssss s 11-1
PUBLIC HEALTH ..o 1241
SOCIOECONOMICS.........oemmirrrrrininnssssrr s 13-1
TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION......ccccii s 14-1
TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE..........ccooeinnne 15-1
TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING..............cccciinnnnnnnnnn. 16-1
VISUAL RESOURCES ........cooirnas 171
WASTE MANAGEMENT.......cooiiiiiirr e 18-1
GENERAL CONDITIONS OF EXEMPTION ......cccoviiiiiiiiieereeeneee 19-1
RESPONSE TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS............... 20-1
PREPARATION TEAM........cooiceerrrrn s nnns 211

August 2003 1 TABLE OF CONTENTS



PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Pursuant to Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Sections 15070 and 15071 and
pursuant to the California Energy Commission's Rules of Practice and Procedure (Cal.
Code Regs., tit. 20, section 1101 et seq.) and Site Certification Regulations (Cal. Code
Regs., tit. 14, section 1701 et seq.), the Deputy Chief of California Energy
Commission’s Division of Systems Assessment and Facility Siting does prepare, make,
declare, publish, and cause to be filed with the County Clerk of San Joaquin County,
State of California, this Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Modesto Irrigation District
Electric Generation Station (MEGS) Ripon, Application for Small Power Plant
Exemption (03-SPPE-1).

1. The State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission (Energy
Commission) is responsible for licensing all thermal power plants in California that
have a capacity of 50 megawatts (MW) or greater. (Pub. Resource Code, section
25500.) The Energy Commission may exempt power plants from these requirements
if they have a capacity not exceeding 100 MW and if the Energy Commission finds
that the project will not create a substantial adverse impact on the environment or
energy resources. (Pub. Resources Code section 25541.) Such projects are subject
to applicable local permitting requirements.

The Energy Commission is the Lead Agency for all projects that it licenses or
exempts. (Pub. Resources Code section 25519(c).) The Energy Commission
proposes to grant the Application for a Small Power Plant Exemption filed by
Modesto Irrigation District (MID) on April 21, 2003, for the Modesto Irrigation District
Electric Generation Station (MEGS) Ripon project. If the Energy Commission grants
the exemption, MID will be required to obtain all necessary local, regional, state and
federal permits to construct and operate the proposed facility.

2. Title and Short Description of Project:

a) Modesto Irrigation District Electric Generation Station (MEGS) Ripon, Application
for a Small Power Plant Exemption (03-SPPE-1).

b) The proposed project is to construct and operate a 95-megawatt (MW)
generation plant called the Modesto Irrigation District Electric Generation Station
(MEGS) Ripon. The natural gas-fired simple cycle plant will consist of two
General Electric LM 6000 SPRINT combustion turbines. Part of the proposed
project includes the construction of approximately 0.25 miles of new 69-kV sub-
transmission line and fiber optic cable, approximately 0.25 miles of new eight-
inch natural gas supply line, and water supply and wastewater tap lines
connecting with existing City of Ripon lines located under South Stockton
Avenue.

3. Location of Project:

a) Ripon (Section 30, T2S, R8E, MDBM), (see PROJECT DESCRIPTION — Figure
1, Proposed Project Site, Transmission Line and Water Supply Line):
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b) City of Ripon and unincorporated San Joaquin County (see PROJECT
DESCRIPTION — Figures 2 and 3)

4. Project Applicant:

Modesto Irrigation District
1231 Eleventh Street

PO Box 4060

Modesto, CA 95352

5. Energy Commission staff completed an Initial Study (IS) for the proposed MEGS
project. The IS concludes that the revisions agreed to by the applicant, prior to
release of the IS for public review, will avoid or mitigate all potential significant
effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur.

6. Further information about the MEGS, the IS, or the Energy Commission's exemption
process may be obtained by contacting the California Energy Commission’s Siting
Project Manager for MEGS project, James W. Reede, Jr., Ed.D, California Energy
Commission,1516 9™ Street, M.S. 15, Sacramento, CA 95814, Phone (916) 653-
1245.

7. The mitigation measures included in the project to avoid potentially significant effects
are included in the Initial Study at the end of each technical section.

Therefore, the Energy Commission finds that the Initial Study has identified potentially
significant effects on the environment, but 1) revisions on the project plans or proposals
made by, or agreed to by, the applicant will avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a
point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur, and 2) there is
no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the project,
as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment. As a result, the Energy
Commission finds that approval of the Application for a Small Power Plant Exemption
for the Modesto Irrigation District Electric Generation Station (MEGS) Ripon will result in
no significant adverse environmental impact.
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INTRODUCTION
James W. Reede, Jr. Ed.D

PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

The applicant, Modesto Irrigation District (MID) filed a request for a Small Power Plant
Exemption (SPPE) with the California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) on
April 21, 2003. The Energy Commission has appointed a Committee to hear the case.
An Informational Hearing was held at the Modesto Irrigation District Headquarters on
May 16, 2003.

California’s Warren-Alquist Act (Pub. Resources Code (PRC) § 25000 et seq.) gives the
Energy Commission the exclusive power to certify all sites and related facilities for
thermal electrical power plants of 50 MW or more within the state (Pub. Resources
Code § 25120 and 25500 et seq.). Section 25541 of the Warren-Alquist Act allows the
Energy Commission to exempt power plants not exceeding 100 MW from the site
certification process if it finds that no substantial adverse impact on the environment or
energy resources will result from the construction or operation of the proposed facility.

The proposed plant is also subject to the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.). Pub. Resources Code
section 25519 (c) states that the Energy Commission shall act as lead agency under
CEQA for projects that it either certifies or exempts from certification. Staff has
prepared this Initial Study in accordance with CEQA and Title 20, California Code of
Regulations (CCR) § 1934 et seq. and 2300 et seq.

Staff’'s environmental analysis in the Initial Study documents the factual basis for staff’s
recommendation regarding the project’s potential to result in substantial adverse
impacts on the environment or energy resources.

Staff has included Conditions of Exemption in various technical areas, which if
implemented along with the Applicant’s proposed mitigation measures, should ensure
that the project would result in no substantial adverse impact. In addition, staff will
adopt a reporting or monitoring program designed to ensure compliance during project
development and avoid significant impacts or the need for further mitigation.

The Energy Commission’s Siting Committee (Committee) will conduct a hearing at
which all parties will have an opportunity to comment on the Initial Study and make
recommendations on the SPPE application. The Committee will consider the
application, staff’s analysis, and any other evidence presented in the proceedings to
determine whether to recommend granting the SPPE. Following the hearing, the
Committee will prepare and publish a proposed decision. The full Commission will then
hold a hearing for final arguments and render a decision on the application.
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Title 14, California Code of Regulations section 15063 (d) states that an Initial Study
shall contain the following items:

A description of the project including the location of the project;
f An identification of the environmental setting;

f Anidentification of environmental effects by use of a checklist, matrix, or other
method, provided that entries on a checklist or other form are briefly explained to
indicate that there is some evidence to support the entries;

A discussion of the ways to mitigate the significant effects identified, if any;

' An examination of whether the project would be consistent with existing zoning,
plans, and other applicable land use controls; and

' The name of the person or persons who prepared or participated in the Initial Study.
The Energy Commission has made a substantial effort to notify interested parties and
encourage public participation. The Energy Commission has:

 Mailed two separate Notices of Receipt to interested parties, local libraries,
responsible and trustee agencies, and contiguous property owners (one notice
mailed on April 23, 2003 for the Application for Small Power Plant Exemption, and
one on June 23, 2003 for the Zero Liquid Discharge Amendment to the SPPE.

' Mailed a Notice of Public Hearing and Site Visit on May 1, 2003 to responsible and
trustee agencies, persons with contiguous property to the proposed project, and
individuals that have expressed interest in the project;

' Placed an advertisement notice in the Ripon Record on May 14, 2003 to announce
the Public Hearing and Site Visit.

" Conducted an Informational Hearing and Site Visit on May 16, 2003.
f Held Public Workshops on May 16 and June 13, 2003.

' Mailed a Notice of Availability of the Draft Initial Study to agencies, nearby property
owners and other interested parties.

' Mailed a Notice for a Draft Initial Study Workshop on July 23, 2003 to responsible
and trustee agencies, persons with contiguous property to the proposed project, and
individuals that have expressed interest in the project.

 Held a public Draft Initial Study workshop on August 8, 2003.

Staff is accepting public comment on this Final Initial Study until August 29, 2003.
Please see the Executive Summary for details.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Testimony of James W. Reede, Jr., Ed.D

PROJECT TITLE

Modesto Irrigation District Electric Generation Station Ripon, Application for Small Power
Plant Exemption (03-SPPE-01).

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS

California Energy Commission

Systems Assessment and Facilities Siting Division
1516 Ninth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

PROJECT LOCATION

MID proposes to construct and operate a 95-megawatt (MW) generation plant called the
Modesto Irrigation District Electric Generation Station (MEGS). The project is proposed to
be located on a 12.25-acre site at South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard in the City
of Ripon, San Joaquin County, California, and will occupy approximately eight acres near
the northern side of the project site. Modesto Irrigation District (MID) will develop, build,
own, and operate the MEGS to serve residential, industrial, and commercial customers in
Stanislaus and San Joaquin Counties. See Figures 1 & 2.

PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND ADDRESS

Modesto Irrigation District
1231 Eleventh Street

P. O. Box 4060

Modesto, CA 95352

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION

South Stockton Planning District (Ripon General Plan)

ZONING

Heavy Industrial (H-I)

BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

On April 21, 2003, the Modesto Irrigation District (MID) filed an application for a Small
Power Plant Exemption (SPPE), (03-SPPE-1). MID is seeking an exemption from the
California Energy Commission’s (Energy Commission) licensing requirements. If an
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exemption is granted, the applicant will need to secure the appropriate licenses and
permits for the project from various local, state and federal agencies.

MID proposes to construct and operate a 95-megawatt (MW) generation plant called the
Modesto Irrigation District Electric Generation Station (MEGS). The natural gas-fired
simple cycle plant will consist of two General Electric LM 6000 SPRINT combustion
turbines. Part of the proposed project includes the construction of approximately 0.25
miles of new 69-kV sub-transmission line and fiber optic cable, approximately 0.25 miles of
new eight-inch natural gas supply line, and water supply and wastewater tap lines into
existing City of Ripon lines located in South Stockton Avenue. See Figure 3.

PROJECT SITE AND LOCATION

The project is proposed to be located on a 12.25-acre site at South Stockton Avenue and
Doak Boulevard in the City of Ripon, San Joaquin County, California, and will occupy
approximately eight acres near the northern side of the project site.

The MEGS site, natural gas, sub-transmission line, and water pipeline are within the City
of Ripon. Project Description Figure 4 is a map of the MEGS site and the surrounding
area, the transmission line route, and the water supply line. The proposed transmission

lines, water pipelines, and gas pipelines are described in detail below.

WATER SUPPLY AND USE

As originally proposed, the MEGS Project would have required and average of 122 gallons
per minute (gpm) of non-potable water supply with a peak demand of 244 gpm. However,
the project has been amended to include a zero liquid discharge system (ZLD). This
system will allow for recycling of waste streams for reuse within the facility and results in
lower non-potable water demand. The average daily water demand for the MEGS with a
ZLD system is now approximately 83 gpm and the approximate maximum daily water
demand is 167 gpm. MEGS will use non-potable water from the City’s non-potable water
system for process make-up water.

Water for cooling, process water, and sanitary uses would be provided via new pipelines
constructed by the City of Ripon. In April 2003 the City of Ripon began construction of a
City improvement project for the extension of South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard
near the MEGS site. The City is installing potable and non-potable water lines, sanitary
sewer lines, and a stormwater system within these streets (MID2003a). The City of Ripon
anticipates that the improvements along South Stockton Avenue will be completed during
the fall of 2003 (Data Request Response 58, MID2003l).

For the MEGS project, MID would construct potable and non-potable water supply, and
stormwater discharge pipelines to interconnect to City utility services tap lines. These tap
lines would be located adjacent to South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard.
Specifically, MID would construct a 3-inch diameter potable water pipeline, a 6-inch
diameter non-potable water pipeline, an 8-inch diameter sanitary sewer line, two 10-inch
diameter firewater pipelines, and two 12-inch diameter stormwater discharge pipelines.
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TRANSMISSION

Approximately 0.25 miles of 69 kV subtransmission and fiber optics communications line
will be required, running northeast from the proposed facility and ending at MID’s Stockton
Substation. The transmission line will be in the existing MID transmission easement that
runs parallel to an existing private road.

The project will require the installation of approximately 7 new, 60-foot wood or metal poles
and will replace the current 17kV poles which will then be under-built to the 69kV line. Two
new bays at the Stockton Substation will be required to accommodate the new incoming
circuits. The Substation has adequate space to accommodate the expansion.

NATURAL GAS

Natural gas will be the only fuel required for the facility. It will be delivered via a new,
approximately 0.25-mile, 8-inch diameter pipeline. The pipeline would connect to an
existing PG&E gas main north of the project site on South Stockton Avenue near the
junction with 4™ Street in Ripon. The new gas pipeline would be constructed within the
South Stockton Avenue right-of-way.

The natural gas would be delivered by P G & E between 200 and 400 pounds per square
inch gauge (psig). Three 1,000-hp gas compressors will be used to boost the natural gas
pressure to 700 psig at the combustion turbine inlet to MEGS. Each compressor is able to
supply the fuel gas consumed by a single combustion turbine. The additional compressor
is intended to serve as a backup in the event one of the others is out of service.

The proposed new pipeline segment will be designed, constructed, and operated in
accordance with national safety codes and the safety standards for new gas pipelines
stated in the California Public Utility Commission's General Order (G.0.) 112-E.

COMBUSTION TURBINE GENERATOR

The plant will use two, 50.1 MW, GE LM6000 enhanced SPRINT combustion turbine
generators (CTG) in a simple cycle configuration. The plant will have a nominal 95 MW
net output after an on-site 5 MW plant parasitic load.

EMISSION CONTROLS

The MEGS project will be equipped with Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to
control air pollutant emissions. These controls include a combustor water injection system
to reduce the nitrogen oxide (NOy) emissions from the CTG exhaust and a NOy Selective
Catalytic Reduction (SCR) to reduce emissions to 2.5 parts per million (ppm) at full load.
The SCR system uses aqueous ammonia as a reagent for an ammonia injection system
and an oxidation catalyst to maintain a CO emission limit of 6.0 ppm in all operating
conditions. In addition, there will be a continuous emission monitoring system for the
exhaust stack.
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CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND WORKFORCE

If approved by the Energy Commission, MID expects to begin construction of the project
by the winter of 2003 and complete it by the fall of 2004. The Applicant anticipates
beginning full-scale commercial operation to commence in the winter of 2004.

MID estimates the capital costs of the MEGS to be $79 million. MID expects to employ up
to approximately 60 construction workers over the 9-month construction schedule. A
permanent professional workforce of approximately 3 to 4 people will operate the plant.
Construction payroll costs are estimated to be $8.9 million while annual operations payroll
is expected to be $280,000 for three plant workers.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 1
MID Electric Generation Station - Appearance of Developed Area & Transmission Line Alter Construction
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FROJELT DESCHIPTION - FIGURE 2
MID Eleciric Ganaration Siatian - Sile Plan
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 3
MWD Elecing Genesation S1alan - Schoemalic Arangemen! of Plant
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION - FIGURE 4
MID Electric Generation Station - MEGS Site and Linear Facilities Location
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AIR QUALITY

Testimony of William Walters and Lisa Blewitt

INTRODUCTION

This analysis evaluates the expected air quality impacts of the emissions of criteria air
pollutants due to the construction and operation of the Modesto Irrigation District (MID
or Applicant) Electric Generating Station (MEGS) Project, which will be located in the
City of Ripon, San Joaquin County.

In carrying out the analysis, the California Energy Commission staff evaluated the major
issues identified in the CEQA’s Air Quality Checklist. The following sections address
the questions included in the Checklist.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS (LORS)

Under the Warren-Alquist Act, Public Resources Code section 25541, staff is charged
with evaluating whether the project as proposed would have a substantial adverse
impact on the environment or public health and safety. Staff has identified the following
LORS as potential significance criteria for evaluating whether the project as proposed
would have a substantial adverse impact on air quality. For this project, the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD or District) will be responsible for
ensuring that the project complies with all applicable LORS.

FEDERAL

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has issued a number of
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Pollutants regulated under these
standards include ozone, nitrogen dioxide (NO;), carbon monoxide (CO), respirable
particulate matter (PM1o), fine particulate matter (PM.5), and lead. Additional
information regarding the NAAQS is provided in the Setting Section. The District and
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) are the responsible agencies for providing
attainment plans and meeting attainment with these standards.

Under the federal Clean Air Act new and modified major stationary sources of air
pollution must undergo New Source Review (NSR) before commencing construction.
NSR requirements vary depending on the attainment status of the area where the
facility is to be located. Nonattainment area NSR is a permitting process for evaluation
of those pollutants that violate federal ambient air quality standards. Conversely,
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requirements apply to areas that are in
attainment of NAAQS. The nonattainment area NSR analysis has been delegated by
the USEPA to the SUIVAPCD. The USEPA determines the conformance with the PSD
regulations. The PSD requirements apply only to those projects (known as major
sources) that exceed 250 tons per year for any pollutant, or any new facility or
stationary source category that is listed in 40 CFR Part 52.21(b)(1)(i)(a), and that emits
100 tons or more per year of any criteria pollutant. Since MEGS is not a steam electric
plant and does not meet any other source category listed in 40 CFR Part
52.21(b)(1)(i)(a), it is subject to the 250-tpy PSD threshold. Emissions from MEGS are
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proposed to be much less than 250-tpy; therefore PSD does not apply to the MEGS
project.

Title V of the federal Clean Air Act requires states to implement and administer an
operating permit program to ensure that large sources operate in compliance with all
requirements specified in different air quality regulations that affect an individual project.
Under the delegated SJVAPCD Title V program, administered under Rule 2520, the
MEGS project will require a Title V permit. Title V does not impose substantive new
requirements.

The MEGS is also subject to the federal New Source Performance Standards (NSPS)
for the combustion turbines (40 CFR 60 Subpart GG). This regulation has pollutant
emission requirements that are less stringent than those that will be required by NSR
requirements for Best Available Control Technology (BACT).

The USEPA has reviewed and approved the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District’'s (SJVAPCD or District) regulations and has delegated to the SUIVAPCD
implementation of the federal NSR, Title V, and NSPS programs. The District
implements these programs through its own rules and regulations, which are, at a
minimum, as stringent as the federal regulations. In addition, the USEPA has also
delegated to the District the authority to implement the federal Clean Air Act Title IV
“acid rain” program. The Title IV regulation requirements will include obtaining a Title IV
permit prior to operation, the installation of continuous emission monitors to monitor acid
deposition precursor pollutants, and obtaining Title IV allowances for emissions of SOx.
Rule 2540 implements the federal Title IV program. Therefore, compliance with the
District’s rules and regulations should result in compliance with federal Title IV.

STATE

CARB has issued a number of California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS).
These standards include pollutants not covered under the NAAQS and also require
more stringent standards than provided under the NAAQS. Pollutants regulated under
these standards include ozone, nitrogen dioxide (NO;), carbon monoxide (CO),
respirable particulate matter (PM+o), fine particulate matter (PM. ), lead, sulfates,
hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility reducing particles. Additional information
regarding the CAAQS is provided in the Setting Section.

The California State Health and Safety Code section 41700 requires that “no person
shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other
material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable
number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or
safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to
cause, injury or damage to business or property.”

LOCAL

The proposed project is subject to San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
Rules and Regulations, including the following:
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Rule 2201 — New and Modified Stationary Source Review Rule

The main function of the District's New Source Review Rule is to allow for the issuance
of Authorities to Construct, Permits to Operate, the application of Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) to new or modified permit source and to require the new permit
source to secure emission offsets.

Section 4.1 — Best Available Control Technology

BACT is defined as: a) the mandatory performance levels that are contained in any
State Implementation Plan and that have been approved by EPA; b) the most stringent
emission limitation or control technique that has been achieved in practice for a class of
source; or ¢) any other emission limitation or control technique that the District's Air
Pollution Control Officer (APCO) finds is technologically feasible and is cost effective.
BACT is required from any new or modified emission unit that results in an emissions
increase of 2.0 Ib/day. However, Section 4.2.1 states that BACT is not required for CO
emissions from any new or modified emissions unit if those sources emit less than
200,000 Ib/year of CO. In the case of MEGS, BACT applies for NOy, VOC, SO, and
PM;o emissions from all point sources of the project.

Section 4.5 — Emission Offset Requirements

Emissions offsets for new or modified sources are required when those sources are
equal to or exceed the following emission levels:

Oxides of Nitrogen, NO, — 20,000 Ibs/year

Volatile Organic Compounds, VOC - 20,000 Ibs/year
Carbon Monoxide, CO — 200,000 Ibs/year

PMio — 29,200 Ibs/year

I Sulfur Oxides, SOx — 54,750 Ibs/year

= —a _—a _—a

If constructed, the MEGS would exceed all of the above emission levels, except CO and
SOx.

Section 4.6 — Emission Offset Exemptions

Emissions offsets are not required for increases of CO in attainment areas, if the
applicant demonstrates that the emissions increase will not cause or contribute to a
violation of the ambient air quality standards, and that those emissions are consistent
with Reasonable Further Progress.

Section 4.6.2 also exempts emergency equipment that is used exclusively as
emergency standby equipment for electrical power generation that does not operate
more than 200 hours per year for non-emergency purposes and is not used pursuant to
voluntary arrangements with a power supplier to curtail power.

Section 4.13 — Additional Offset Requirements

Section 4.13.1 specifies that major sources (defined as those sources that emit greater
than 25 tons of NOxand VOC and 70 tons of PM1o0) that are shutdown and thus
generate an Emission Reduction Credit (ERC) may not be used as an offset for new
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major source (like MEGS) unless those ERCs are included in an EPA-approved
attainment plan. The current offset proposal does not include the use of ERCs from
major stationary source shutdowns.

Section 4.13.2 states that offsets from another district may be used if the source of the
offsets is within 50 miles of the proposed emission increase. The APCO must review
the permit conditions and certify that such offsets meet the requirements of this rule and
CH&SC Section 40709.6.

Section 4.13.3 allows for the use of interpollutant offsets (including precursors for PM1o)
on a case-by-case basis, provided that the Applicant demonstrates that the emissions
increase will not cause a violation of any ambient air quality standard. The ratio for
interpollutant trading shall be based on an air quality analysis and shall be equal to or
greater than the minimum offsetting requirement (the distance ratios) of this rule
(Section 4.8). The current offset proposal includes a proposed SO, for PM4g
interpollutant offset trade, which for CEQA impact mitigation is being proposed at a 1:1
ratio.

Section 4.13.4 requires Actual Emissions Reductions (AER) used as offsets to have
occurred during the same calendar quarter as the emissions increases being offset.
Exceptions to this rule (4.13.6 through 4.13.9) allow PM emission reductions that
occurred from October through March to offset PM emissions occurring anytime during
the year, for NOx and VOC emission reductions that occurred from April through
November to offset NOyxand VOC emissions occurring anytime during the year, and for
CO emission reductions that occurred from November through February to offset CO
emissions occurring anytime during the year.

Section 4.14 — Additional Source Requirements

Section 4.14.2 requires that a new source not cause, or make worse, the violation of an
ambient air quality standard as demonstrated through analysis with air dispersion
models.

Section 4.14.3 requires that the Applicant of a proposed new major source demonstrate
to the satisfaction of the District that all major stationary sources subject to emission
limitations that are owned or operated by the Applicant or any entity controlling or under
common control with the Applicant in California, are in compliance or on a schedule for
compliance with all applicable emission limitations and standards.

REGULATION VIl - FUGITIVE PM-10 PROHIBITIONS

Rule 8011 — General Requirements

Specifies the types of chemical stabilizing agents and dust suppressant materials that
can (and cannot) be used to minimize fugitive dust from anthropogenic (man-made)
sources. The rule also specifies test methods for determining compliance with visible
dust emission (VDE) standards, stabilized surface conditions, soil moisture content, silt
content for bulk materials, silt content for unpaved roads and unpaved
vehicle/equipment traffic areas, and threshold friction velocity (TFV). Records shall be
maintained only for those days that a control measure was implemented, and kept for
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one year following project completion to demonstrate compliance. A fugitive dust
management plan for unpaved roads and unpaved vehicle/equipment traffic areas is
discussed as an alternative for Rule 8061 and Rule 8071.

Rule 8021 — Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction and
Other Earthmoving Activities

Requires fugitive dust emissions throughout construction activities (from pre-activity to
active operations and during periods of inactivity) to comply with the conditions of a
stabilized unpaved road surface and to not exceed an opacity limit of 20 percent, by
means of water application, chemical dust suppressants, or constructing and
maintaining wind barriers. A Dust Control Plan is also required and shall be submitted
to the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) at least 30 days prior to the start of any
construction activities on any site that include 40 acres or more of disturbed surface
area, or will include moving more than 2,500 cubic yards per day of bulk materials on at
least three days.

Rule 8031 — Bulk Materials

Limits the fugitive dust emissions from the outdoor handling, storage and transport of
bulk materials. Requires fugitive dust emissions to comply with the conditions of a
stabilized unpaved road surface and to not exceed an opacity limit of 20 percent. It
specifies that bulk materials be transported using wetting agents, allow appropriate
freeboard space in the vehicles, or be covered. It also requires that stored materials be
covered or stabilized.

Rule 8041 — Carryout and Trackout

Limits carryout and trackout during construction, demolition, excavation, extraction, and
other earthmoving activities (Rule 8021), from bulk materials handling (Rule 8031), and
from unpaved vehicle and equipment traffic areas (Rule 8071) where carryout has
occurred or may occur. Specifies acceptable (and unacceptable) methods for cleanup
of carryout and trackout.

Rule 8051 — Open Areas

Requires fugitive dust emissions from any open area having 3.0 acres or more of
disturbed surface area, that has remained undeveloped, unoccupied, unused, or vacant
for more than seven day to comply with the conditions of a stabilized unpaved road
surface and to not exceed an opacity limit of 20 percent, by means of water application,
chemical dust suppressants, paving, applying and maintaining gravel, or planting
vegetation.

Rule 8061 — Paved and Unpaved Roads

Specifies the width of paved shoulders on paved roads and guidelines for medians.
Requires gravel, roadmix, paving, landscaping, watering, and/or the use of chemical
dust suppressants on unpaved roadways to prevent exceeding an opacity limit of 20
percent. Exemptions to this rule include “any unpaved road segment with less than 75
vehicle trips for that day.”
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Rule 8071 — Unpaved Vehicle/Equipment Traffic Areas

This rule intends to limit fugitive dust from unpaved vehicle and equipment traffic areas
one acre or larger by using gravel, roadmix, paving, landscaping, watering, and/or the
use of chemical dust suppressants to prevent exceeding an opacity limit of 20 percent.
Exemptions to this rule include “unpaved vehicle and equipment traffic areas on any day
which less than 75 vehicle trips occur.”

Rule 8081 — Agricultural Sources

This rule intends to limit fugitive dust from off-field agricultural sources exempted from
Rules 8031 (Bulk Materials), 8061 (Paved and Unpaved Roads), and 8071 (Unpaved
Vehicle/Equipment Traffic Areas). Requires fugitive dust emissions to comply with the
conditions of a stabilized surface and to not exceed an opacity limit of 20 percent.

SETTING

CLIMATOLOGY

The climate of the San Joaquin Valley is controlled by a semi-permanent subtropical
high-pressure system that is located off the Pacific Ocean. In the summer, this strong
high-pressure system results in clear skies, high temperatures, and low humidity. Very
little precipitation occurs during the summer months because storms are blocked by the
high-pressure system. Beginning in the fall and continuing through the winter, the high
pressure weakens and moves south, allowing storm systems to move through the area.
Temperature, winds, and rainfall are more variable during these months, and stagnant
conditions occur more frequently than during summer months. Weather patterns
include periods of stormy weather with rain and gusty winds, clear weather that can
occur after a storm, or persistent fog. The project site receives an average of about 12
inches of rain annually (MID 2003a, page 8.13-4).

Temperature, wind speed, and wind direction data have been collected at the Modesto
Airport and the Stockton Airport, which are located approximately 12 miles southeast
and 13 miles northwest of the project site, respectively. The predominant annual wind
direction in the project area is from the north through west-northwest (northwestern
quadrant). The northwest quadrant wind direction is particularly predominating during
the spring, summer, and fall. The winds during the winter show two almost equal
predominate directions, from the northwest quadrant and from the southeast quadrant
(i.e. up and down valley directions). The wind speeds are generally higher during
daylight hours and during the spring, summer, and fall.

Along with the wind flow, atmospheric stability and mixing heights are important factors
in the determination of pollutant dispersion. Atmospheric stability reflects the amount of
atmospheric turbulence and mixing. In general, the less stable an atmosphere, the
greater the turbulence, which results in more mixing and better dispersion. The mixing
height, measured from the ground upward, is the height of the atmospheric layer in
which convection and mechanical turbulence promote mixing. Good ventilation results
from a high mixing height and at least moderate wind speeds with the mixing layer.

AIR QUALITY 3-6 August 2003



AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

The project is located within the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (District). The applicable federal and California ambient air quality
standards (AAQS) are presented in AIR QUALITY Table 1. As indicated in this table,
the averaging times for the various air quality standards (the duration over which they
are measured) range from 1-hour to annual average. The standards are read as a
mass fraction, in parts per million (ppm), or as a concentration, in milligrams or

micrograms of pollutant per cubic meter of air (mg/m?® or pg/m?).

AIR QUALITY Table 1
Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Averaging
Pollutant Time Federal Standard California Standard
Ozone 1 Hour 0.12 ppm (235 pg/m®) 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m®)
(Os) 8 Hour 0.08 ppm (160 pg/m?) —
Carbon Monoxide 8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m°) 9 ppm (10 mg/m°)
(CO) 1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m®) 20 ppm (23 mg/m®)

Nitrogen Dioxide
(NO)

Annual Average

0.053 ppm (100 pg/m®)

1 Hour — 0.25 ppm (470 ug/m®)
Annual Average 0.03 ppm (80 ug/m®) —
Sulfur Dioxide 24 Hour 0.14 ppm (365 pg/m®) 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m®)
(SO2) 3 Hour 0.5 ppm (1300 ug/m®) —
1 Hour — 0.25 ppm (655 pug/m®)
Respirable 24 Hour 150 pg/m® 50 pg/m®
Particulate Matter
Annual
(PM+o) Arithmetic Mean 50 ugim’ 20 ugim”
Fine Annual 15 pg/m’ 12 pg/m®
Particulate Matter Arithmetic Mean
(PMz5) 24 Hour 65 pg/m® —
Sulfates (SO4) 24 Hour — 25 ug/m®
30 Day Average — 1.5 pg/m®
Lead
Calendar Quarter 1.5 pg/m® —

Hydrogen Sulfide
(H2S)
Vinyl Chloride
(chloroethene)

1 Hour — 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m®)

24 Hour — 0.010 ppm (26 ug/m®)

In sufficient amount to
produce an extinction
coefficient of 0.23 per
kilometer due to particles
when the relative humidity is
less than 70 percent.

1 Observation
(8 hour)

Visibility Reducing
Particulates

August 2003 3-7 AIR QUALITY



The USEPA, California Air Resource Board (CARB), and the local air district classify an
area as attainment, unclassified, or nonattainment, depending on whether or not the
monitored ambient air quality data show compliance, insufficient data is available, or
non-compliance with the ambient air quality standards, respectively. The MEGS is
located within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) and, as stated above, is under
the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. This area is
designated as nonattainment for both the federal and state ozone and PMy, standards.
AIR QUALITY Table 2 summarizes federal and state attainment status of criteria
pollutants for the SJVAB.

AIR QUALITY Table 2
Federal and State Attainment Status for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin
Pollutant Attainment Status
Federal State
Ozone — One hour Severe Nonattainment ® Severe Nonattainment

cO Unclassified/Attainment ° Attainment

NO, Unclassified/Attainment ® Attainment

SO, Unclassified Attainment

PM;q Serious Nonattainment Nonattainment
PM, s Designation to be Determined | Designation to be Determined
Lead No Designation Attainment

Source: 40 CFR 81 and SJVAPCD web site accessed January 2003 (www.valleyair.org/aginfo/attainment.htm).
a. Region 9 News Release San Francisco, CA, “U.S. EPA Downgrades San Joaquin Valley Air,” October 23, 2001 (Ozone).
b. Unclassified/Attainment — The attainment status for the subject pollutant is classified as either attainment or unclassified.

The project site is in San Joaquin County, within an industrial area in the City of Ripon,
adjacent to the City’s wastewater treatment plant. The monitoring station closest to the
proposed project site is the Modesto 14" Street Station located approximately 9.6 miles
southeast of the project site in Stanislaus County. This station monitors ambient
concentrations of ozone, CO, NO,, PM1o, and PM_ 5, and previously monitored SO,
(1981-1988). Prior to the use of the Modesto 14™ Street Station, the Modesto “I” Street
Station measured PM4o (1989 to 1997) concentrations. Ambient concentrations of
ozone, CO, NO,, PM1o, and PM; 5 are also measured at the Hazelton Street Station in
Stockton, located approximately 16.5 miles northwest of the project site. The nearest
monitoring station currently measuring SO is at Bethel Island, about 23 miles northwest
of the project site.

AIR QUALITY Figure 1 summarizes the historical air quality data for the project
location, recorded at the Modesto 14™ Street, Modesto “I” Street (PM1o 1989-1997 only)
and Bethel Island (SO, 1989-2002 only) air monitoring stations for ozone, PM1o, NOo,
CO, and SO;. In AIR QUALITY Figure 1, the short term normalized concentrations are
provided from 1981 to 2002. Normalized concentrations represent the ratio of the
highest measured concentrations in a given year to the most-stringent applicable
national or state ambient air quality standard. Therefore, normalized concentrations
lower than one (1) indicate that the measured concentrations were lower than the most-
stringent ambient air quality standard.

AIR QUALITY 3-8 August 2003



AIR QUALITY Figure 1
Normalized Maximum Short-Term Historical Air Pollutant Concentrations
Modesto 14" Street and “I” Street (PMso 1989-97), Bethel Island (SO, 1989-2002)
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A Normalized Concentration is the ratio of the highest measured concentration to the applicable most stringent air quality standard.
For example, in 1999 the highest 1-hour average ozone concentration measured in Modesto was 0.119 ppm. Since the most
stringent ambient air quality standard is the state standard of 0.09 ppm, the 1999 normalized concentration is 0.119/0.09 = 1.32.

Following is a more in-depth discussion of ambient air quality conditions in the project
area.

Ozone

In the presence of ultraviolet radiation, both NO, and VOC go through a number of
complex chemical reactions to form ozone. AIR QUALITY Table 3 summarizes the
best representative ambient ozone data collected from the Modesto 14™ Street
monitoring station. The table includes the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour ozone levels and
the number of days above the State or National standards. Ozone formation is higher in
spring and summer and lower in the winter. The SJVAB is classified as a serious
nonattainment area for both federal and state ozone standards.
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AIR QUALITY Table 3

Ozone Air Quality Summary, 1992-2002 (ppm)

Year Modesto 14" Street
Days Above | Month of | Max. | Days Above | Month of | Max.
CAAQS Max. 1-Hr NAAQS Max. 8-Hr
1-Hr 1-Hr Avg. | Avg. 8-Hr 8-Hr Avg. | Avg.
1992 10 JUN 0.110 2 SEP 0.092
1993 13 AUG 0.120 7 AUG 0.105
1994 24 JUN 0.123 9 AUG 0.100
1995 19 SEP 0.128 14 JUL 0.102
1996 24 AUG 0.129 15 JUL 0.102
1997 5 AUG 0.115 2 AUG 0.091
1998 24 AUG 0.134 13 AUG 0.119
1999 13 JUL 0.119 7 JUL 0.104
2000 7 AUG 0.131 4 AUG 0.101
2001 12 JUN 0.124 7 JUL 0.093
2002 14 AUG 0.120 6 AUG 0.096
California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS): 1-Hr, 0.09 ppm
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS): 1-Hr, 0.12 ppm; 8-Hr, 0.08 ppm
Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, December 2002 (1980-2001).

The year 1981 to 2002 trends for the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour ozone

concentrations, referenced to the most stringent standard, and the number of days
exceeding the California 1-hour standard and the Federal 8-hour standard for the
Modesto 14™ Street monitoring station are shown in AIR QUALITY Figure 2 and Figure

3, respectively.
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AIR QUALITY Figure 2
Normalized Ozone Air Quality Maximum Concentrations
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A Normalized Concentration is the ratio of the highest measured concentration to the applicable most stringent air quality standard.
The standard used for 1-hour ozone is the state standard of 0.09 ppm, and for 8-hr ozone is the national standard of 0.08 ppm.

AIR QUALITY Figure 3

Ozone — Number of Days Exceeding the Air Quality Standards
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As these two figures show, the maximum 1-hour and 8-hour ozone concentration trends
have been fairly static since 1988. The number of exceedances peaked in 1987;
however, since 1990 the trend for the number of annual exceedances has been fairly

static.
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Inhalable Particulate Matter (PM,,)

As AIR QUALITY Table 4 indicates, the project area annually experiences a number of
exceedances of the state and federal 24-hour PMqo standards. Annual Arithmetic
Mean PM1q levels have been below the federal standard for over ten years but have
continually been above the state standard. The SJVAB is considered to be in
nonattainment of both federal and state PM;o standards.

AIR QUALITY Table 4
PM1o Air Quality Summary, 1992-2002 (mg/m?)
Year Modesto “I” Street (1992-1997) and 14" Street (1998-2002)
Days * Month of Max. Annual Arithmetic Mean
Above Daily | Max. Daily Daily Avg.
CAAQS Avg.

1992 108 NOV 150 43

1993 95 NOV 154 42

1994 66 JAN 160 39

1995 84 NOV 115 37

1996 18 NOV 133 30

1997 41 JAN 119 33

1998 31 DEC 125 29

1999 84 OCT 132 38

2000 60 JAN 112 30

2001 57 JAN 158 35

2002 78 NOV 83 36
California Ambient Air Quality Standard: 24-Hr, 50 mg/ms; Annual Arithmetic, 20 mg/m3
National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 24-Hr, 150 mg/ms; Annual Arithmetic, 50 mg/m3
Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, December 2002 (1980-2001).
* Days above the state standard (calculated): Because PM;, is monitored approximately once
every six days, the potential number of exceedance days is calculated by multiplying the
actual number of days of exceedances by six.

PM1o can be emitted directly or it can be formed many miles downwind from emission
sources when various precursor pollutants interact in the atmosphere. Gaseous
emissions of pollutants like NOy, SO, and VOC from turbines, and ammonia from NOy
control equipment, given the right meteorological conditions, can form particulate
matters in the form of nitrates (NOs), sulfates (SO4), and organic particles. These
pollutants are known as secondary particulates, because they are not directly emitted
but are formed through complex chemical reactions in the atmosphere.

PM nitrate (mainly ammonium nitrate) is formed in the atmosphere from the reaction of
nitric acid and ammonia. Nitric acid in turn originates from NOx emissions from
combustion sources. The nitrate ion concentrations during the wintertime are a
significant portion of the total PMo, and should be even a higher contributor to
particulate matter of less than 2.5 microns (PMz5). The nitrate ion is only a portion of
the PM nitrate, which can be in the form of ammonium nitrate (ammonium plus nitrate
ions) and some as sodium nitrate. If the ammonium and the sodium ions associated
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with the nitrate ion are taken into consideration, PM nitrate contributions to the total PM
would even more significant.

As shown in AIR QUALITY Table 4, the highest PM concentrations are measured in the
fall and winter. During wintertime high PM episodes, the contribution of ground level
releases to ambient PM concentrations is disproportionately high.

The year 1989 to 2002 trends for the maximum 24-hour PM4o and Annual Arithmetic
Mean PM1, referenced to the most stringent standard, and the number of days
exceeding the California 24-hour PM4, standard for the Modesto “I” Street (1989-1997)
and 14™ Street (1998-2002) monitoring stations are shown in AIR QUALITY Figure 4
and Figure 5, respectively.

As the two figures show, there is an overall slight gradual downward trend for Annual
Arithmetic Mean PM4, concentrations and the maximum 24-Hour PM4, concentrations
(expect for 2001 which shows a peak). There has been an overall slight downward
trend in the number of exceedances of the California 24-Hour Standard.

AIR QUALITY Figure 4
Normalized PM4, Air Quality Maximum Concentrations
Modesto “I” Street (1989-1997) and 14" Street (1998-2002)
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A Normalized Concentration is the ratio of the highest measured concentration to the applicable most stringent air quality standard.
The standard used for 24-hour PMyq is the state standard of 50 mg/ma, and for the Annual Arithmetic Mean is the state standard of
20 mg/m?®.
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AIR QUALITY Figure 5
PM,o 24-Hour — Number of Days Exceeding the State Air Quality Standard
Modesto “I” Street (1989-1997) and 14" Street (1998-2002)
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Inhalable Particulate Matter (PM, s)

While the PM2 5 NAAQS were issued in 1997, their implementation has been delayed.
Currently, states have until February 15, 2004 to recommend to EPA which areas
should be designated as attainment and nonattainment. USEPA will provide final
designations by December 15, 2004. States have three years from the time of final
designation (December 2007) to provide PM, 5 attainment plans in a state
implementation plan (SIP).

As shown in AIR QUALITY Table 4, the highest PM concentrations are measured in the
fall and winter. The contribution of wood-smoke particles to the PM, 5 concentrations
may be even higher, considering that most of the wood-smoke particles are smaller
than 2.5 microns.

As AIR QUALITY Table 5 indicates, the 98" percentile 24-hour average PM s
concentration levels have been declining from 1999-2002, but continue to remain
slightly above the proposed NAAQS of 65 mg/m® in Modesto. The 3-year average of
annual arithmetic means (national annual average) has also been declining from 1999-
2002, but continues to be above the NAAQS of 15 mg/m® and the CAAQS of 12 mg/m*.
Attainment for PM; s will be based on the entire air basin. If attainment classification
were to take effect now using current ambient air quality data, the SJVAB would be
found to be in non-attainment.
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AIR QUALITY Table 5
PM..5 Air Quality Summary, 1999-2002 (mg/m°)

Year Modesto — 14" Street
Max. 98" Days * 3-Yr. Avg. 98" | National 3-Yr. Avg. of
Daily Percentile Above 98" Percentile of Annual National Annual
Avg. of Max. Percentile Daily Max. Daily Avg. Avg.
Daily Avg. NAAQS Avg.
1999 108 100.0 66 - 249 -
2000 77 71.0 30 - 18.7 -—
2001 95 69.0 18 80 15.6 19.7
2002 83 69.0 18 70 18.7 17.7
Stockton — Hazelton Street
1999 101 79.0 30 - 19.8 -—
2000 78 55.0 6 - 15.5 -
2001 76 58.0 12 64 13.9 16.4
2002 64 50.0 0 54 16.7 15.3
National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 3-Year Average - 98" Percentile of 24-Hr Avg. Conc., 65 mg/m3;
3-Year Average of Annual Arithmetic Mean (National Annual Average), 15 mg/m3
California Ambient Air Quality Standard: Annual Average, 12 mg/m3
Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, December 2002 (1980-2001).
* Days above the national standard (calculated): Because PM, 5 is monitored approximately once every
six days, the potential number of exceedence days is calculated by multiplying the actual number of days
of exceedances by six.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

As AIR QUALITY Table 6 shows, the maximum one-hour and eight-hour CO
concentrations in the project area are less than the California Ambient Air Quality
Standards. CO is considered a local pollutant as it is found in high concentrations only
near the source of emission. Automobiles and other mobile sources are the principal
source of the CO emissions. High levels of CO emissions can also be generated from
fireplaces and wood-burning stoves. At the Modesto 14™ Street air monitoring station
there have been no recorded exceedances of California Ambient Air Quality Standards
or National Ambient Air Quality Standards since at least 1992 for the one-hour and the
eight-hour CO standards (see AIR QUALITY Table 6).

The highest concentrations of CO occur when low wind speeds and a stable
atmosphere trap the pollution emitted at or near ground level in what is known as the
stable boundary layer. These conditions occur frequently in the wintertime late in the
afternoon, persist during the night and may extend one or two hours after sunrise.
Since mobile sources (motor vehicles) are the main cause of CO, ambient
concentrations of CO are highly dependent on motor vehicle activity. In fact, the peak
CO concentrations occur during the rush hour traffic in the morning and afternoon.
Carbon monoxide concentrations in San Joaquin County and the rest of the state have
declined significantly due to two state-wide programs: 1) the 1992 wintertime
oxygenated gasoline program, and 2) Phases | and Il of the reformulated gasoline
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program. New vehicles with oxygen sensors and fuel injection systems have also
contributed to the decline in CO levels in the state.

AIR QUALITY Table 6
CO Air Quality Summary, 1992-2002 (ppm)
Year Modesto 14" Street
Maximum Month of Maximum
1-Hr Max. 8-Hr 8-Hr Average
Average Average
1992 10.0 NOV 6.50
1993 11.0 NOV 8.63
1994 9.5 JAN 6.35
1995 11.4 NOV 5.74
1996 9.2 NOV 6.46
1997 71 NOV 4.99
1998 9.4 DEC 7.34
1999 1.4 DEC 6.36
2000 8.0 DEC 5.97
2001 7.8 JAN 6.03
2002 - FEB 4.46
California Ambient Air Quality Standard: 1-Hr, 20 ppm; 8-Hr, 9 ppm
National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 1-Hr, 35 ppm; 8-Hr, 9 ppm
Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed
April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, December 2002 (1980-2001).

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

As shown in AIR QUALITY Table 7 the maximum one-hour and annual concentrations
of NO, at the Modesto 14" Street Station are lower than California and National
Ambient Air Quality Standards. Approximately 75 to 90 percent of the NOx emitted from
combustion sources is NO, while the balance is NO,. NO is oxidized in the atmosphere
to NO, but some level of photochemical activity is needed for this conversion. This is
why the highest concentrations of NO, occur during the fall and not in the winter when
atmospheric conditions favor the trapping of ground level releases but lack significant
photochemical activity (less sunlight). In the summer the conversion rates of NO to NO,
are high but the relatively high temperatures and windy conditions (atmospheric
unstable conditions) disperse pollutants, preventing the accumulation of NO; to levels
approaching the 1-hour ambient air quality standard. The formation of NO; in the
summer in the presence of ozone is according to the following reaction.

NO + O3 — NO,+ O,

In urban areas, ozone concentration levels are typically high. These levels will drop
substantially at night as the above reaction takes place between ozone and NO. This
reaction explains why, in urban areas, ozone concentrations at ground level drop, while
aloft and in downwind rural areas (without sources of fresh NOy emissions) ozone
concentrations can remain relatively high.
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AIR QUALITY Table 7
NO; Air Quality Summary, 1992-2002 (ppm)

Year Modesto 14" Street
Month of Maximum Maximum
Max. 1-Hr 1-Hr Annual Average
Average Average
1992 OCT 0.100 0.022
1993 NOV 0.110 0.023
1994 OCT 0.093 0.023
1995 SEP 0.093 0.022
1996 NOV 0.087 0.022
1997 SEP 0.093 0.021
1998 OCT 0.088 -
1999 OCT 0.103 0.022
2000 SEP 0.079 0.019
2001 NOV 0.087 0.018
2002 OCT 0.078 0.017
California 1-Hr Ambient Air Quality Standard: 0.25 ppm
National Annual Ambient Air Quality Standard: 0.053 ppm
Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed
April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, December 2002 (1980-2001).

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

Sulfur dioxide is typically emitted as a result of the combustion of a fuel containing
sulfur. Fuels such as natural gas contain very little sulfur and consequently have very
low SO, emissions when combusted. By contrast fuels high in sulfur content such as
lignite (a type of coal) emit very large amounts of SO, when combusted.

Sources of SO, emissions within the SUIVAB come from every economic sector and
include a wide variety of fuels; gaseous, liquid and solid. The SJVAB is designated
attainment for all the SO, state and federal ambient air quality standards. AIR
QUALITY Table 8 shows the historic 1-hour, 24-hour and annual average SO,
concentrations collected from the Contra Costa County Bethel Island Road Station,
approximately 23 miles from the project site. As AIR QUALITY Table 8 shows,
concentrations of SO, are far below the state and federal SO, ambient air quality
standards.
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AIR QUALITY Table 8
SO, Air Quality Summary, 1992-2002 (ppm)

Year Bethel Island Road, Contra Costa County
Maximum Month of Maximum Annual
1-Hr Avg. Max. 24-Hr Avg. Average

24-Hr Avg.

1992 0.030 JUN 0.0113 0.0009

1993 0.020 APR 0.0087 0.0005

1994 0.019 MAY 0.0050 0.0012

1995 0.015 JUL 0.0063 0.0010

1996 0.014 AUG 0.0067 0.0014

1997 0.015 AUG 0.0066 0.0020

1998 0.028 SEP 0.0094 0.0018

1999 0.029 SEP 0.0083 0.0014

2000 0.018 JUN 0.0078 0.0016

2001 0.015 MAY 0.0080 0.0021

2002 - JUL 0.009 0.002

California Ambient Air Quality Standard: 1-Hr, 0.25 ppm; 24-Hr, 0.04 ppm
National Ambient Air Quality Standard: 3-Hr, 0.5 ppm; 24-Hr, 0.14 ppm; Annual,
0.030 ppm

Source: CARB web site, http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/, Accessed April 2003.
Source: CARB Air Quality Data CD, December 2002 (1980-2001).

Visibility

The conditions of visibility in the region of the project site are dependent upon the
relative humidity natural to the area and the intensity of both particulate and gaseous
pollution in the atmosphere. The most straightforward characterization of visibility is
probably the visual range (the greatest distance that a large dark object can be seen).
However, in order to characterize visibility over a range of distances, it is more common
to analyze the changes in visibility in terms of the change in light-extinction that occurs
over each additional kilometer of distance (1/km). In the case of a greater light-
extinction, the visual range will decrease.

The SJVAB is currently designated as unclassified for visibility reducing particles.

Summary

In summary, staff recommends the background ambient air concentrations in AIR
QUALITY Table 9 for the modeling and impacts analysis. The maximum criteria
pollutant concentration from the past three years (2000-2002) from the following
representative monitoring stations are used to determine the background values:
Modesto 14™ Street and Bethel Island Road.

The project site is located within the City of Ripon in an industrial area, adjacent to the
City’s wastewater treatment plant, approximately 0.5 miles southwest of Highway 99, at
the intersection of South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard. Where possible, the
recommended background concentrations come from nearby monitoring stations with
similar characteristics. The monitoring stations in Modesto are considered to be
conservative as they are located within larger urban areas and are a little further down
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the valley than the City of Ripon. The recommended ozone, NO,, PM4o, and CO
background concentrations are from the Modesto 14™ Street monitoring station. The
recommended SO, background concentration is from the Bethel Island Road monitoring
station in Contra Costa County, which is the nearest representative monitoring station to
the project site.

AIR QUALITY Table 9
Staff Recommended Background Concentrations for MEGS (ppm)
Pollutant Averaging 2000 2001 2002 Most Restrictive Ambient
Time Air Quality Standard
Ozone 1 hour 0.131 0.124 0.120 0.09
8 hour 0.101 0.093 0.096 0.08
24 hours 112 158 83 50
Pl\//lr:]% Annual 5
(hg/m’) Arithmetic Mean 35 35 36 0
24 hours 78 95 83 65
Pl\;lz'ss Annual 1 1 12
(Hg/m?) Arithmetic Mean 8.7 5-6 187
NO, 1 hour 0.079 0.087 0.078 0.25
Annual 0.019 0.018 0.017 0.053
co 1 hour 8.0 7.8 --- 20
8 hour 5.97 6.03 4.46 9
1 hour 0.018 0.015 -—- 0.25
SO, 3 hour 0.016 0.014 0.5
24 hours 0.008 0.008 0.009 0.04
Annual 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.03
Note(s):

a. Bold values are the background concentrations used throughout the following air quality analysis.
b. 3-hour SO, value is assumed to equal 90% of 1-hour SO, value.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This section describes the project design and criteria pollutant control devices as
described in the SPPE application (MID 2003a), and data request responses filed on
June 5, 2003 (MID 2003Db).

PROPOSED EQUIPMENT

The major equipment proposed in the application include the following (MID 2003a):

" Two General Electric (GE) LM 6000 SPRINT combustion turbine generators (CTGs),
each rated at 50 MW (nominal at site design conditions). Each CTG would be
equipped with water injection and inlet air chilling (described below).

A continuous emission monitoring (CEM) system for NOy, CO, and oxygen.

. Two packaged chilled water systems, one for each turbine, which include up to a
1,800-ton electric chiller, dual-chilled water pumps, dual condenser water pumps, 2-
cell pre-fabricated, pre-engineered cooling tower, motor control center, and chiller
controls.

I Three electrically driven reciprocating natural gas compressors with nominal
capacity of 12 MSCFD, 700 psig, and 1,000 HP each.
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f  Zero Liquid Discharge (ZLD) system consisting of an electrically heated spray dryer
with baghouse (Option 1 — See description under Facility Operation) .

FACILITY OPERATION

Modesto Irrigation District has proposed to develop an Electric Generating Station
(MEGS) within a 12.25-acre parcel located in an industrial area of the City of Ripon in
San Joaquin County, California. The project site is located adjacent to the City’s
wastewater treatment plant, approximately 0.25 miles from the existing MID Stockton
substation, at the intersection of South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard. The
power plant site would occupy approximately 6 acres near the northeastern side of the
12.25-acre parcel. An additional 2 acres would be required for primary access and
emergency access to the plant and subtransmission lines. The remaining 4.25 acres
would be available for sale, equipment storage, or future development after construction
is completed.

The MEGS would use two stationary, natural gas-fired combustion turbines for power
production. Each combustion turbine generator (CTG) would generate an average of
50 MW at base load under average ambient conditions. Each CTG would have water
injection to minimize NO, emissions, and a packaged chilled water system to maximize
CTG performance during periods of high ambient temperatures (greater than 55°F). A
selective catalytic reduction (SCR) emission control system, using aqueous ammonia in
the presence of catalyst, would also be used to reduce the NOy concentration in the
exhaust gases. An oxidation (CO) catalyst would be installed upstream of the SCR
system to control carbon monoxide (CO) emissions. The total net generating capacity
of the power plant would be 95 MW (100 MW minus 5 MW for plant parasitic power)
with an expected overall annual availability of approximately 100 percent.

The MEGS design includes CTG inlet air water chillers with associated packaged
cooling towers (one for each CTG). The chiller cooling towers would each have 2-cells
and use untreated non-potable water provided by the City of Ripon’s non-potable water
system. As mentioned above, the cooling tower equipment would only be operated
when the ambient temperature is greater than 55°F. The cooling tower blowdown would
be routed to the ZLD system.

Three ZLD technologies have been proposed to achieve the goal of enabling MEGS to
be a zero-liquid discharge facility. The final option will be determined as part of the final
project design. These ZLD options are described below (MID 2003d):

' Option 1 — ZLD Brine Concentrator/Spray Dryer: Plant wastewater will be
concentrated and evaporated using a brine concentrator process. Recovered
distillate (pure water) will be sent to a raw water storage tank for reuse in the plant
makeup water system. The small amount of highly concentrated brine solution,
which represents the only process wastewater stream not reclaimed for reuse, will
be sent to an electrically heated spray dryer system where it will be evaporated
leaving a dry solid suitable for landfill disposal.

' Option 2 — ZLD High Efficiency Reverse Osmosis/Crystallizer: Plant wastewater will
be treated using a conventional water softener followed by a high efficiency reverse
osmosis (RO) system, followed by a crystallizer. Less process wastewater would be
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treated in the final ZLD equipment due to the enhanced efficiency of the RO
process. The small amount of highly concentrated brine waste from the crystallizer
will be trucked offsite for treatment and disposal.

' Option 3 — ZLD High Efficiency Reverse Osmosis/Crystallizer/Filter Press: This
option is identical to Option 2 except that the crystallizer effluent is further process in
a conventional filter press to produce a low moisture salt cake. Water recovered
from the filter press is returned to the crystallizer for processing. The final filter cake
would be trucked offsite for landfill disposal.

For this air quality analysis, ZLD Option 1, using a brine concentrator and spray
dryer, has been selected. It is considered to be a worst-case scenario for air quality
as it is the only option with air emissions (from the spray dryer vent) (MID 2003d).
ZLD Options 2 and 3 do not have any air emission sources.

EMISSION CONTROLS

The exclusive use of pipeline-quality natural gas, a relatively clean-burning fuel, would
limit the formation of VOC, PM1o, and SO, emissions. Natural gas contains very little
noncombustible gas or solid residues and a small amount of reduced sulfur compounds
including mercaptan. There would be no distillate fuel oil firing at MEGS.

The CTGS will use water injection technology to minimize NOy emissions from the CTG
exhaust. Selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems in the exhaust ductwork will use
aqueous ammonia to further reduce NOy emissions to 2.5 parts per million by volume,
dry (ppmvd) at 15 percent oxygen (O;) at full load on a one-hour average basis. An air
dilution system will be used to maintain the exhaust temperature in the appropriate
range for the SCR system (MID 2003a, page 2-5). Ammonia slip would be limited to 10
ppmvd at 15 percent O, from the gas turbines (MID 2003a, page 8.1-27). Carbon
monoxide (CO) would be controlled upstream of the SCR system by an oxidation
catalyst, and would be limited to no greater than 6 ppmvd at 15 percent O, (excluding
startups and shutdowns). VOC emissions leaving the stacks would be limited to 2.0
ppmvd at 15 percent O, with the use of the proposed gas turbine combustors.
Particulate emissions would be controlled using natural gas as the sole fuel for the
CTGs.

Two 85-foot-tall, exhaust stacks would release the CTG exhaust gas into the
atmosphere. Continuous emission monitors (CEMs) would be installed on these stacks
to monitor NOy, CO, and oxygen concentrations to assure adherence with the proposed
emission limits. The CEM system would generate reports of emissions data in
accordance with permit requirements and send alarm signals to the plant’s control room
when the level of emissions approaches or exceeds pre-selected limits.

Emissions from the cooling towers are estimated based on the maximum cooling water
Total Dissolved Solid (TDS) levels. The cooling towers are exempt from permitting and
are noted to have a controlled drift emission rate of 0.001% of the recirculating water
flow (MID 2003a, Attachment 8.1B Table 8.1B-2).

The ZLD system spray dryer has a baghouse as part of its integral design for the
collection of the separated solids. The baghouse would provide a high efficiency control
of the PM+o emissions from the spray drying process.
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ESTIMATED PROJECT EMISSIONS

The proposed project will generate air emissions during the construction, operation, and
commissioning of the facility. The following is a summary of the air emissions from
these sources:

Criteria Pollutants Generated From Construction Activities

The MEGS will include two 50 MW natural gas-fired, simple-cycle turbine generators, a
spray dryer for the ZLD system, two packaged chilled water systems, three
reciprocating natural gas compressors, and the following linear and ancillary facilities:

. Approximately 0.25 miles of 69-kV subtransmission line and fiber optic cable.
I Approximately 0.25 miles of 8-inch diameter natural gas supply pipeline.

 Water pipelines of varying length, extending no more than 30 feet from the project
site, for potable water supply (3-inch), non-potable water supply (6-inch), industrial
wastewater discharge (6-inch), sanitary sewer discharge (8-inch), and firewater
supply (2 x 10-inch). These pipelines will interconnect to the respective utility
service tap lines, currently being installed under South Stockton Avenue and Doak
Boulevard by the City of Ripon as part of a City improvement project (MID 2003a,
page 2-6).

Construction activities for the MEGS project, both on-site and off-site, would generate
air emissions from earth moving activities and construction equipment. Construction is
expected to last approximately 10 months. Off-site construction of the natural gas
pipeline, water pipeline and subtransmission line interconnect is expected to last one (1)
month.

Project Site

The power plant alone would take approximately 9 months to construct; however, the
applicant’s air quality analysis has assumed 10 months (MID 2003b, Data Response 3).
The power plant project construction consists of five main phases: 1) site preparation, 2)
foundation work, 3) installation of major equipment, 4) construction/installation of major
structures, and 5) startup and commissioning. Fugitive dust emissions during the
construction of the project result from dust entrained during site preparation and
grading/excavation at the construction site, during onsite travel on paved and unpaved
surfaces, and during aggregate and soil loading and unloading operations, as well as,
wind erosion of areas disturbed during construction activities. The largest fugitive dust
emissions are generated during site preparation activities, where work such as clearing,
grading, excavation of footings and foundations, and backfilling operations occur.
These types of activities require the use of large earth moving equipment, which
generate combustion emissions, along with creating fugitive dust emissions.
Combustion emission during the construction of the project result from exhaust sources
including diesel construction equipment used for site preparation, water trucks used to
control dust emissions, cranes, diesel-powered welding machines, electric generators,
air compressors, water pumps, diesel trucks used for deliveries, and automobiles and
trucks used by workers to commute to and from the construction site.
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Applicant estimates for the highest emissions during construction are based on the first
month of construction, during site preparation, and are provided in AIR QUALITY Table
10. Annual on-site construction heavy equipment exhaust and fugitive dust emissions
based on the average equipment mix during the 10-month construction period are
summarized in AIR QUALITY Table 11.

AIR QUALITY Table 10
Maximum Daily Emissions During On-Site Construction
(Month 1; Maximum Dust Emissions), Ibs/day

| NO, | CcO | voc | sO, | PMy
On-Site
Construction Equipment® 114.93 74.98 10.67 0.12° 5.96
Fugitive Dust - - - - 36.80
Off-site
Worker Travel 6.81 81.37 6.50 0.00 0.14
Truck Deliveries 19.61 12.27 1.76 0.81 1.10
Total Emissions 141.35 168.62 18.93 0.93 44.00

From MID 2003e.

Notes:

a. Heavy diesel construction equipment emission factors are based on the EPA Nonroad model engine emission
factors (USEPA 2002) and use of CARB ultra low-sulfur fuel (15 ppm sulfur).

AIR QUALITY Table 11
Annual Emissions During On-Site Construction, tons/year

| NOo, | co | voc | sO, | PMy
On-Site
Construction Equipment 9.74 9.10 1.43 0.01 0.64
Fugitive Dust - - 2.35
Off-site
Worker Travel 0.50 5.92 0.47 0.00 0.01
Truck Deliveries 0.98 0.61 0.09 0.04 0.06
Total Emissions 11.22 15.64 1.99 0.05 3.06

From MID 2003e.

Linear Facilities

The linear facilities would include the natural gas pipeline, water pipeline and the 69-kV
subtransmission/fiber optic line. The construction period for each pipeline/transmission
line route is expected to be approximately one (1) month.

The natural gas pipeline would connect to the Pacific Gas & Electric Company’s
(PG&E’s) existing main pipeline located approximately 0.25 miles north of the project
site on South Stockton Avenue at 4™ Street. The pipeline would run north along
Stockton Avenue for approximately 0.25 miles to East 4™ Street. Open trench
construction would be performed in approximately 500-foot long sections over a short
duration to minimize fugitive dust and construction equipment combustion emissions.

The water pipeline consists of several pipelines of varying length, extending no more
than 30 feet from the project site. These pipelines will connect to main lines located
under South Stockton Avenue, east of the project site, which are currently being
constructed by the City of Ripon as part of its overall infrastructure improvements to the
area. All cooling and process water for the MEGS project will be provided by the City of
Ripon’s non-potable water system. Potable water will be provided from the potable
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water main under Stockton Avenue. Process and cooling wastewater from the project
will be routed to the proposed ZLD system for recycle; sanitary wastewater will be
discharged to the City’s sanitary disposal; and stormwater will be discharged to the
City’s industrial treatment system.

The 69-kV subtransmission line would be approximately 0.25 miles long and would
interconnect from the project site to the existing MID Stockton Substation. The
subtransmission line will exit MEGS, travel east across South Stockton Avenue, run
parallel to the private road that leads to the Fox River Paper Plant, until it reaches the
Stockton Substation. The line may be on the north or south side of this private road,
depending on the arrangements that are made with the landowner. A fiber optic
communications cable will also be installed. The proposed subtransmission line/fiber
optic alignment will require the installation of approximately 7 new wood or metal poles.

AIR QUALITY Table 12 shows maximum daily emissions expected from the
construction of the natural gas pipeline, water supply pipeline and the subtransmission
line interconnect.

AIR QUALITY Table 12
Maximum Daily Emissions During Pipeline and Subtransmission Line
Interconnect Construction, Ibs/day

| NOo, | cO | voCc | SO, | PMy
Natural Gas Pipeline
On-Site
Construction Equipment 55.81 17.93 4.14 1.89 2.77
Fugitive Dust - - - 4.66
Off-site
Truck Deliveries 18.56 11.61 1.67 0.77 1.04
Worker Travel 3.71 44.38 3.54 0.00 0.08
Total Emissions 78.08 73.92 9.35 2.66 8.55
Subtransmission Line Interconnect
On-Site
Construction Equipment 76.13 15.58 4.83 2.20 3.47
Fugitive Dust - - - - 1.14
Off-site
Truck Deliveries 46.40 29.03 4.17 1.92 2.61
Worker Travel 3.09 36.99 2.95 0.00 0.06
Total Emissions 125.62 81.60 11.95 412 7.28

From SPPE (MID 2003a), Table 8.1F-3 and Attachment 8.1F-1.
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Criteria Pollutants Generated From Project Operation

Air emissions would be generated from operating the major project components. The
emission rates for the combustion gas turbines, cooling towers and spray dryer are
provided in AIR QUALITY Table 13.

AIR QUALITY Table 13
Maximum Pollutant Emission Rates, Ib/hr

Pollutant |Each Gas Turbine®?| Each Cooling Spray Dryer
Tower

NOy 4.53 --- ---

CO 6.62 --- ---
VOC 1.26 --- ---
PM1g 3.00 0.03 0.05
SO, 0.51°
NHs 6.71 --- ---

SPPE (MID 2003a) Tables 8.1-17, 8.1B-1 and 8.1B-2; Supplement A (MID 2003d) Table 8.1B-2.1.
Note(s):

a. Emission rates shown reflect the highest value at any operating load. For NOx, CO, and VOC, values exclude
startups and shutdowns

b. SO, emissions are based on fuel sulfur content of 0.36 grains/100 scf, which is a conservative estimate based
on hourly sulfur measurements taken at the PG&E Burney Compressor Station for the period December 18, 2000
through December 17, 2001 (MID 2003a, Figure 8.1B-9).

Expected event emission rates during startup and shutdown events are summarized in
AIR QUALITY Table 14.

Air Quality Table 14
Criteria Pollutant Emission Rates
During Startup and Shutdown per Turbine

Pollutant Maximum, Ib/hr Maximum, Ib/start b
NO, ® 20 20
From SPPE (MID 2003a) Tables 8.1-19 and 8.1B-7; Data Response 21 (MID 2003) Attachment
AQ-21.
Note(s):

a. Estimated based on CEMS data collected at the Gilroy Peaker Plant during April 2002.

b. Maximum emissions based on 1-hour startup.

c. Emissions for pollutants not shown during startups and shutdowns are assumed to be equal to
the maximum hourly emissions during baseload facility operation.

Based on data from the Gilroy, Henrietta, and Hanford peaking power plants, the
applicant does not expect that the CO or VOC emissions will be higher than maximum
normal operating levels during startup/shutdown (MID 2003b, Data Response #19).

AIR QUALITY Table 15 summarizes the maximum (worst-case) estimated hourly levels
of the different criteria pollutants from the turbine and cooling tower. To assess worst-
case hourly emissions, the following assumptions were made:

Maximum Hourly Emissions:
For NOy:

f Two turbines operate in startup mode.
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For CO, VOC, SO,, PM1o and NHs:

' Two turbines operate at full load.

f Cooling towers and spray dryer operate at maximum output.

Air Quality Table 15
MEGS Worst-Case Hourly Emissions

Maximum Hourly, Ib/hr
NO, SO, co vOC PM,, NH;3
Turbines (2) 40.0 1.02 13.24 2.52 6.0 13.42
Cooling Towers (2) -—- -—- - -—- 0.06 -—-
Spray Dryer -—- - - - 0.05 -
Total 40.0 1.02 13.24 2.52 6.1 13.42

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Tables 8.1-20, 8.1B-3, and 8.1B-4 (Ammonia); Supplement A (MID 2003d) Table 8.1-20.

AIR QUALITY Table 16 summarizes the maximum (worst-case) estimated daily levels
of the different criteria pollutants from the turbine and cooling tower. To assess worst-
case daily emissions, the following assumptions were made:

Maximum Daily Emissions:

For NOy:

Each turbine operates in startup mode for 3 hours (three separate startups).
Each turbine operates at full load for 21 hours.

For CO, VOC, SO,, PM1g and NHs:

Each turbine operates at full load for 24 hours.

= =4 —a —a -

Cooling towers and spray dryer operate at maximum output for 24 hours.

Air Quality Table 16
MEGS Worst-Case Daily Emissions

Maximum Daily, Ib/day
NO, SO, CcO VvVOC PM,, NH;
Turbines (2) 310.2 24.3 317.7 60.6 144.0 3221
Cooling Towers (2) - - - - 1.2 -—-
Spray Dryer - - 1.2 -
Total 310.2 24.3 317.7 60.6 146.4 322.1

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Tables 8.1-20, 8.1B-3, and 8.1B-4 (Ammonia); Supplement A (MID 2003d) Table 8.1-20.

AIR QUALITY Table 17 summarizes the annual estimated levels of the different criteria
pollutants from the turbine and cooling tower. To assess the annual emissions, the
following assumptions were made:

Annual Emissions:

For NO,:
f Each turbine operates in startup or shutdown mode for 365 hours per year.
 Each turbine operates at full load for 8,212.5 hours per year.

I Each turbine is shutdown for 182.5 hours per year.
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For CO, VOC, SO, and PM1, and NHs:

f Each turbine operates at full load for 8,760 hours per year.

 Cooling towers and spray dryer operate at maximum output for 8,760 hours per
year.

Air Quality Table 17
MEGS Annual Emissions

Maximum Annual, tons/year
NO, SO, co VOC PM,, NH;3
Turbines (2) 44.5 4.38 57.97 11.07 26.28 58.8
Cooling Tower (2) -—- --- --- -—- 0.22 --—-
Spray Dryer - - - - 0.22 -
Total 44.5 4.38 57.97 11.07 26.73 58.8

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Tables 8.1-20, 8.1B-3, and 8.1B-4 (Ammonia); Data Response 12 (MID 2003b) Tables
8.1B-8R, 8.1-31R and 8.1-32R; and Supplement A (MID 2003d) Tables 8.1-20, 8.1B-3, 8.1B-11.

Criteria Pollutants Generated From Initial Commissioning

The initial commissioning of a power plant refers to the time frame between the
completion of the construction and the reliable production of electricity for sale on the
market. For most power plants operating emission limits usually do not apply during the
initial commissioning procedures.

Commissioning activities for the MEGS CTGs are expected to last approximately 96
hours per turbine. The range of commissioning tests for each CTG at MEGS includes
the following: 1) full speed no load tests; 2) minimum (20 percent) load tests, no SCR or
oxidation catalyst; 3) additional full speed no load tests (if necessary); and 4) multiple
load tests, full SCR and oxidation catalyst. The Applicant has estimated the initial
commissioning emissions in AIR QUALITY Table 18.

AIR QUALITY Table 18
Turbine Commissioning Emissions

C”RQ;:;;ZQ'”Q 85;?32’2 Fuel Use ° NO, co voc | PMy, | SO,

(per CTG) (Hours) (MMBtu/h, Hourly Emissions, Ib/hr
HHV)

Full Speed, 4 100 36.24 39.72 3.75 3.00 0.1
No Load Test
20% Load Test, 20 100 15.22 22.51 2.00 3.00 0.1
no SCR or
oxidation catalyst
Full Speed, 24 100 36.24 22.51 2.00 3.00 0.1
No Load Test
(if necessary)
Multiple Load Test, 48 500 29.45 6.62 1.25 3.00 0.5
full SCR and
oxidation catalyst
Total, Ibs 192 - 5,465 2,934 326 576 58
(2 CTGs)

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Appendix 8.1B, Table 8.1B-6.

As shown in this schedule, initial tests would be performed prior to the installation of the
SCR system and oxidation catalyst. Under this scenario, NOs and CO emissions would
be high because the emissions control systems would not be functioning.
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IMPACTS

Following is the Environmental Checklist that identifies potential impacts in this issue
area. Below the checklist is a discussion of each impact, and an explanation of the
impact conclusion.

Potentially Less than Less Than No
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST | Significant | Significant With | Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
AIR QUALITY — Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of
the applicable air quality plan?
Ozone Plan N/A N/A N/A N/A
PM10 Plan X
b. Violate any air quality standard or X

contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation?

c. Resultin a cumulatively considerable net X
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is non-attainment under
an applicable federal or state ambient air
quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial X
pollutant concentrations?
e. Create objectionable odors affecting a X

substantial number of people?

Significance Criteria

Staff has used two main significance criteria in evaluating this project. First, all project
emissions of nonattainment criteria pollutants and their precursors (NOx, VOC, PM+g
and SO,) are considered to be significant and need to be mitigated to the extent
feasible. Second, any AAQS violation or any contribution to any AAQS violation caused
by any project emissions is considered to be significant and must be mitigated to the
extent feasible. For construction emissions, the mitigation that is considered is limited
to controlling both construction equipment tailpipe emissions and fugitive dust emissions
the maximum feasible extent. For operating emissions, the mitigation includes both
feasible emission controls and the use of emissions offsets for all nonattainment criteria
pollutants and their precursors.

A. Conflict with Air Quality Plan: Less Than Significant Impact

The proposed project is located in San Joaquin County, and is under the jurisdiction of the
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (District). The San Joaquin Valley Air
Basin (SJVAB) is designated as non-attainment for both federal and state ozone and PMyg
standards. Ozone is classified by federal and state standards as severe non-attainment.
PMy is designated as serious non-attainment and non-attainment by the federal and state
governments, respectively. All other criteria pollutants are considered to be in attainment
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by the state, and unclassified/attainment by federal standards due to lack of sufficient
monitoring data. The District also has a maintenance plan for carbon monoxide; however,
the project site is not located in any of the urban areas that are part of that maintenance
plan.

The SJVAPCD is the lead agency for attaining timely compliance with federal standards
within the San Joaquin County portion of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin. The District
is responsible for developing those portions of the State Implementation Plan (SIP), and
the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP), that deal with certain stationary and area
source controls and, in cooperation with the transportation planning agencies (TPAs),
the development of transportation control measures (TCMs). The California Air
Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for submitting the SIP to USEPA.

Ozone

Currently, the SUIVAPCD does not have a federally approved SIP to attain federal ozone
standards. The District did adopt an amended 2002 and 2005 Rate of Progress Plan on
December 31, 2002. While there is no approved plan for the project to conflict or
comply with, the project will be required to comply with all applicable District rules and
regulations. The SJVAPCD rules and regulations specify the emissions control and
offset requirements for new sources such as the MID Electric Generating Station.
MEGS will use Best Available Control Technology (BACT) to control the project’s
emissions. In addition, the operational emissions of NOs and VOC are proposed by the
applicant to be fully mitigated by the use of emissions offset credits (ERCs) obtained by
the applicant.

PM1o

The District prepared a Proposed 2003 PM4, Plan on May 12, 2003, which provides for
attainment of the PM4( standards by 2010 (SJVAPCD 2003). This plan has not yet
been approved by USEPA, but for the purposes of this assessment this plan is being
considered as the applicable plan. Measures outlined in the Proposed 2003 PM1, Plan
to reduce emissions during construction include amendments to Regulation VIl that
would be implemented by September 2004 (SJVAPCD 2003). No other specific
measures contained in the plan would appear applicable to the project construction
emission sources considering that the construction, per the proposed schedule, would
be completed between the fourth quarter of 2003 and the third quarter of 2004. The
applicant would be expected to comply with any applicable revisions to the Regulation
VIl rules that would be implemented prior to the end of the project construction.
Therefore, the MEGS project would not conflict or obstruct the implementation of the
Proposed 2003 PM, Plan.

Additionally, the MEGS project will use Best Available Control Technology to control the
project’s emissions; and the operational emissions of NOy, VOC, and PMo are
proposed by the applicant to be fully mitigated by the ERCs obtained by the applicant.
Therefore, the operation of the MEGS will not conflict or obstruct the implementation of
the Proposed 2003 PMyq Plan.
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B. Violate Air Quality Standard or Contribute to Violation: Less Than Significant
With Mitigation Incorporated

For this project, the impacts from construction emissions and operating emissions were
quantified using air dispersion models, and the results of the modeling analysis were
compared to ambient air quality standards.

Modeling Approach

The applicant performed an air dispersion modeling analysis to evaluate the project’s
potential impacts on the existing ambient air pollutant levels, both during construction
and operation. An air dispersion modeling analysis usually starts with a conservative
screening level analysis. Screening models use conservative assumptions, such as for
the meteorological conditions, which may or may not actually occur in the area. The
impacts calculated by screening models, therefore, can be double or more than the
actual or expected impacts. If the screening level impacts are significant, refined
modeling analysis is performed. A major difference in the refined modeling is that hour-
by-hour meteorological data collected in the vicinity of the project site is used.

The applicant used the USEPA’s Industrial Source Complex (ISC), Short-Term Model
(ISCSTS, Version 02035), to estimate the impacts of the project’'s NOx, PM4o, CO and
SOx emissions resulting from project construction and operation. The ISC model is a
steady-state Gaussian plume model, appropriate for regulatory use, used to assess
pollution concentrations from a wide variety of emission sources.

The applicant used the SCREEN3 model to determine worst-case 1-hour NO,, CO and
SO, impacts under fumigation conditions. The SCREEN3 model is a steady-state
Gaussian plume model, appropriate for the screening level modeling of single point
sources to assess worst-case impacts.

For 1-hour average NO4 modeling (construction), the applicant provided a refined
modeling analysis using the ozone limiting method (OLM) model (ISC3_OLM, Version
96113). This method calculates the maximum NO to NO, conversion using ozone
concentration files to determine maximum 1-hour NO, concentrations with a default
assumption that 10 percent of the tailpipe NOy is NO, and that there is a 100 percent
conversion of NO to NO, through a chemical reaction with the ground level ozone. This
method is somewhat conservative in that it does not consider mixing or ozone
consumption limitations in determining maximum NO, concentrations. This modeling
method is accepted by the USEPA and CARB for 1-hour NO, modeling.

A description of the applicant’s modeling analyses is provided in Section 8.1.5.1.2 of the
SPPE (MID 2003a, pages 8.1-29 to 36), in the Appendices (MID 2003a, Appendix
8.1DB - Modeling Analysis), and in the revised construction modeling analysis (MID
2000f). The applicant utilized hourly meteorological data collected at the Modesto
Airport, for the year 1999, as recommended by SJVAPCD (MID 2003a, page 8.1-31).

Construction Impacts

The following section discusses the project’s short-term direct construction ambient air
quality impacts, as estimated by the applicant.
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Applicant Construction Impact Analysis

The applicant recalculated and remodeled the emissions of the MEGS onsite
construction activities based on questions and comments from staff (MID 2003f). This
analysis replaces the analysis provided in the AFC and the modeling was completed
using the ISCST3 (Version 02035) model. The windblown dust emissions were
modeled as single area sources that covered the total area of the construction site. The
exhaust and fugitive dust emissions were modeled as a single volume, using two
separate methods to determine the width of the volume source. The first used the width
of the project site for the width calculation and the second used the width of the project
site area containing the two gas turbines for the width calculation. The final volume
source dimensions were calculated using the USEPA method for determining single
volume source size for representing roadway emissions (USEPA 1995). To determine
the construction impacts on short-term ambient standards (i.e. 1-hour through 24
hours), the worst-case daily onsite construction emission levels shown in AIR QUALITY
Table 10 were used. For pollutants with annual average ambient standards, the annual
onsite emissions levels shown in AIR QUALITY Table 11 were used. The annual
emissions for construction activities are based on a 10-month period, 4 weeks per
month, 5 days per week, which results in 200 days of construction (MID 2003b, Data
Response 3). Modeling assumed that construction activities would occur 9 hrs/day
(from 7 a.m. to 4 p.m.), and windblown dust would occur 24 hrs/day (MID 2003b, Data
Response 7). The overall construction area, including the construction parking and
laydown areas was calculated to be approximately 12.9 acres (52,458 m?) based on a
review of site maps (MID 2003b, Data Response 7). AIR QUALITY Table 19 provides
the results of this modeling analysis, and the values for the more conservative smaller
volume source modeling approach are shown in the table.

AIR QUALITY Table 19
MEGS Ambient Air Quality Impact
Applicant Construction ISC Modeling Results

Pollutant | Averaging | Project | Background Total Limiting Type of Percent
Period Impact (mg/m®) ® Impact | Standard | Standard of
(mg/m?) (mg/m® | (mg/m?) Standard
a 1-Hour 251 164 415 470 CAAQS 88
N02
Annual 20.4 35.7 56.1 100 NAAQS 56
PMio 24-Hour 79.7 158 237.7 50 CAAQS 475
Annual 6.8 31 37.8 20 CAAQS 189
co 1-Hour 997 9,154 10,151 23,000 CAAQS 44
8-Hour 288 6,866 7,154 10,000 CAAQS 72
1-Hour 1.5 47.2 48.7 655 CAAQS 7
SO, 3-Hour 0.80 39.3 411 1,300 NAAQS 3
24-Hour 0.20 23.6 23.8 105 CAAQS 23
Annual 0.03 5.2 5.2 80 NAAQS 7

From MID 2003f and Construction Impact Modeling File RIP99A13.0UT, and MID 2003g and Construction Impact Modeling File

RIP99C13.0UT.

Note(s):

a. 1-hour NOy value was modeled using OLM_ISC. The annual value is multiplied by the Annual NO4 Ratio Method (ARM) EPA
default value of 0.75.
b. Background values have been adjusted per staff recommended background concentrations shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9.
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As can be seen from the modeling results provided in AIR QUALITY Table 19, the
construction 24-hour and annual arithmetic PMyo impacts exceeds the ambient air
quality standards and are therefore significant. The applicant’s results show that only
about 14 percent (11.13 mg/m? out of 79.73 mg/m®) of the maximum modeled 24-hour
PM;o concentrations from construction activities are due to exhaust from construction
equipment rather than to fugitive dust from construction activities. On an annual
average basis, the exhaust contribution is about 20 percent of the maximum annual
PM10 impact.

The potential ambient air quality impacts associated with the construction of the natural
gas pipeline, water pipelines and the subtransmission line interconnect are expected to
be minimal since construction would occur for a short duration and require minimal
equipment as the interconnections for each are a maximum of one-quarter mile.
Therefore, these activities were not included in the applicant’s construction impact
modeling analysis.

Construction Mitigation

As described in the applicable LORS section, District Regulation VIII (i.e. Series 8000)
rules limit fugitive dust during the construction phase of a project. However, compliance
with Regulation VIl is not sufficient to ensure that near field construction impacts will be
less than significant. Compliance with these regulations are substantially tied to a visual
dust emissions (VDE) limit of 20 percent opacity (i.e., Rules 8021, 8031, 8051, 8061 for
unpaved roads, 8071, and 8081). Additionally, there are exemptions to the Regulation
VIl rules that would likely apply to the MEGS construction that would nullify compliance
with some or all of the mitigation requirements listed in these rules. Additionally, staff
does not interpret a visual dust emissions threshold of 20 percent as sufficient to
mitigate near-field PM+o impacts. Therefore, staff will recommend that construction
emission impacts be mitigated to the greatest feasible extent.

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation

In the SPPE (MID 2003a, Appendix 8.1F, Section 8.1F.3) the applicant proposes to
implement the following measures to reduce emissions during construction activities.
The applicant’'s PM4o emissions estimates in AIR QUALITY Tables 10 to 12 and
construction modeling results in AIR QUALITY Table 19 assume the use of these
emission control measures.

To control exhaust emissions from heavy diesel construction equipment:

f Limit engine idling time and shutdown equipment when not in use (a specific time
limit was not provided).

Perform regular preventative maintenance to reduce engine problems.

1 Use CARB ultra-low sulfur content diesel fuel for all heavy construction equipment
(MID 2003b, Data Response 6).

T Use low-emitting diesel engines meeting EPA emission standards for construction
equipment, if available.
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To control fugitive dust emissions:

Use water application or chemical dust suppressant on unpaved travel surfaces and
unpaved parking areas.

' Use vacuum sweeping and/or water flushing on paved travel surfaces and parking
areas.

' Require all trucks hauling loose material to cover the contents or maintain a
minimum of two feet of freeboard.

Limit traffic speed on unpaved roads to 25 miles-per-hour (mph).
Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff.

Re-plant vegetation in disturbed areas as soon as possible.
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Use gravel pads and wheel washers or wash truck tires leaving the construction site
as needed.

f Use windbreaks and/or water or chemical dust suppressant to control wind erosion
from disturbed areas.

Adequacy of Proposed Mitigation

The applicant’s proposed mitigation was included in the modeling analysis as
summarized in AIR QUALITY Tables 19. The applicant’s revised PM1, emission
estimate assumes a very aggressive control efficiency factor for fugitive dust control
(90*%). However, even with this control efficiency factor included, the modeling
analysis shows that the applicant’s mitigated construction PM4o impacts are predicted to
be potentially significant. Additionally, without ongoing compliance monitoring, the
control efficiency used by the applicant in their emission estimates is highly
questionable. Therefore, the applicant’s proposed mitigation is not considered
adequate.

The maximum 24-hour PM;o impacts occur to the southeast and northwest of the
proposed project site and are highest at the fence line and decrease rapidly with
distance from the proposed project site (MID 2003a, Appendix 8.1F, Section 8.1F.5.2).
The directions of maximum impact correspond to the prevalent annual wind direction (to
the southeast) and the prevalent winter wind direction (to the northwest). The 24-hour
PM;o construction impact concentrations at the fence line are approximately 80 mg/m3,
and the concentrations found at the maximum exposed residence and several other
residences to the northwest of the project site are over 20 mg/m?®. Staff would consider
these receptor impacts, which are greater than 40% of the CAAQS in an area that
regularly exceeds the CAAQS, to be a potentially significant impact that requires all
feasible mitigation.

Staff is proposing additional construction mitigation measures to mitigate the potentially
significant construction PMo impacts.
Staff Proposed Mitigation

Staff is recommending construction PM1o emission mitigation measures that include
some of the mitigation measures proposed by the applicant and several additional
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construction PM4o emission mitigation measures and compliance assurance measures
specified in Conditions of Exemption AQ-C1 through AQ-C5.

Staff recommends AQ-C1 to require the applicant to have an on-site construction
mitigation manager, who will be responsible for the implementation and compliance of
the construction mitigation program. The documentation of the ongoing implementation
and compliance with the construction mitigation program would be provided in the
monthly construction compliance report that is required in staff's recommended
Condition of Exemption AQ-C2.

Staff recommends fugitive dust and diesel engine mitigation measures be provided in
Condition of Exemption AQ-C3. AQ-C3 includes revisions to, or additions to, the
construction emission mitigation measures proposed by the applicant; including the
following:

 use of gravel in high traffic areas and the construction laydown area;

f covering and treatment of soil stockpiles;

f use of paved access aprons;

f limit traffic speed to 10 mph;

I suspension of all earth moving activities under windy (i.e. sustained winds >25 mph)
conditions;

f restrict idle time, to the extent practical, to no more than 10 minutes;

f use of diesel engines that meet EPA Tier | EPA certified standards, or better, for off-
road equipment; and

I use of catalyzed particulate filters (soot filters) on diesel engines, greater than 50 hp,
that do not have Tier 1 standards (50 to 175 hp) and that do not meet Tier Il
particulate standards.

Staff recommends Conditions of Exemption AQ-C4 to limit visible emissions from
construction activities at the construction sites, and limit the project related construction
visible emissions from occurring within 100 feet of occupied structures.

Staff recommends Condition of Exemption AQ-C5 to limit the applicant to a 12-hour-day
work schedule during the high emission site preparation activities. The applicant used a
work schedule of 9 hours per day to develop their impact assessment (MID 2003g). A
significant increase to this schedule, under most cases, could significantly increase the
quantity of daily emissions of dust and significantly increase the local impacts. For
example, a 20-hour work day would more than double the emissions and the 79.7 pg/m®
maximum fence line impact shown in Air Quality Table 19 and more than double the
over 20 pg/m® maximum impact modeled at the maximum exposed residences
northwest of the project site. Currently, there are no other restrictions, such as local
noise ordinances, that would effectively limit the project’s daily construction schedule.

In consideration of the fugitive dust and construction equipment mitigation
recommended in Condition of Exemption AQ-C3, and in order to allow some
construction flexibility, staff has recommended in AQ-C5 to limit the high fugitive dust
causing site preparation activities to a 12-hour per day schedule. This limitation is
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necessary to mitigate the maximum 24-hour PM4 construction impact potential.
However, under certain circumstances like after a heavy rain, the potential for fugitive
dust emissions will be minimized. In order to provide some relief in the case of rain
halting construction during the initial site preparation activities, recommended Condition
of Exemption AQ-C5 gives the CPM the discretion to grant excursions beyond the 12-
hour work schedule if site conditions are such that the requested schedule excursion will
not cause significant construction dust impacts.

Staff believes that the construction air quality impacts will be less than significant with
the implementation of the mitigation and compliance assurance measures contained in
the recommended Conditions of Exemption.

Operation Impacts

The following section discusses the project’s direct ambient air quality impacts, as
estimated by the applicant. The applicant performed direct impact modeling analyses,
including operations, fumigation, startup, and commissioning impact modeling. When
the District issues its Authority to Construct, the MEGS permit emission levels must be
no greater than the emissions presented in this analysis in order for the impact
assessment presented herein to remain valid.

Direct Impacts

Applicant Operations Modeling Impact Analysis

A screening modeling analysis was performed to determine the inputs to the refined
modeling analysis. The ISCST3 model (Version 02035) was used for the screening
modeling analysis, using one year of meteorological data (1999) from the Modesto
Airport. The operating conditions examined in the screening analysis represent
maximum and minimum turbine loads at maximum, average, and minimum ambient
operating temperatures. A total of sixteen (16) cases were analyzed in the screening
modeling analysis (MID 2003a, Table 8.1D-2).

 Case1) Hot Base - 102°F ambient temperature, 100 percent load, with chiller
and dilution air

 Case 2) Hot Base - 102°F, 100 percent load, with chiller, without dilution air

 Case 3) Hot Base - 102°F ambient temperature, 100 percent load, without chiller,
with dilution air

 Case4) Hot Base - 102°F ambient temperature, 100 percent load, without chiller
and dilution air

 Case 5) Hot Low - 102°F ambient temperature, 20 percent load, with chiller,
without dilution air

 Case 6) Hot Low - 102°F ambient temperature, 20 percent load, without chiller,
with dilution air

 Case?7) Hot Low - 102°F ambient temperature, 20 percent load, without chiller
and dilution air

 Case 8) Avg Base - 67°F, 100 percent load, with chiller and dilution air
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 Case?9) Avg Base - 67°F, 100 percent load, with chiller, without dilution air

 Case 10) Avg Base - 67°F ambient temperature, 100 percent load, without chiller,
with dilution air

 Case 11) Avg Base - 67°F ambient temperature, 100 percent load, without chiller
and dilution air

Case 12) Avg Low - 67°F, 20 percent load, with chiller, without dilution air
Case 13) Avg Low - 67°F, 20 percent load, without chiller and dilution air
Case 14) Cold Base - 15°F, 100 percent load, with heater and dilution air
Case 15) Cold Base - 15°F, 100 percent load, with heater, without dilution air

= =a 4 —a -

Case 16) Cold Low - 15°F, 20 percent load, with heater, without dilution air

Results of the screening level analysis showed that Case 4 had the highest annual NO,
and 24-hour / annual SO, impacts, and impacts for all other pollutants and averaging
periods were the highest under Case 12.

A refined modeling analysis was performed to identify the worst-case ground-level
impacts from operational emissions of the proposed project based on the results of the
screening analysis. The ISCST3 model (Version 02035) was used for the refined
modeling analysis with one year of meteorological data (1999) from the Modesto
Airport. One-hour NO, impacts were modeled using ISC3_OLM model (Version 96113).
For this refined modeling analysis, the applicant conducted a Good Engineering
Practice (GEP) stack height analysis using the Building Profile Input Program (BPIP)
Version 98086, and downwash effects were modeled for the facility using the ISCST3
model.

The applicant’s predicted maximum concentrations of the non-reactive pollutants from
the turbines, cooling towers, and spray dryer are summarized in AIR QUALITY Table
20.
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Air Quality Table 20
MEGS Ambient Air Quality Impact
Applicant Operational Impact ISC Modeling Results

Pollutant | Averaging| Project [Background Total Limiting Type of Percent
Period Impact (mg/m) ® Impact | Standard | Standard of
(mg/m®) (mg/m3) (mg/m®) Standard
NO, 1-Hour 1.73 164 165.7 470 CAAQS 35
Annual 0.02° 35.7 35.7 100 NAAQS 36
PMj 24-Hour 0.52 158 158.5 50 CAAQS 317
Annual 0.13 31 31.1 20 CAAQS 156
PMys 24-Hour 0.52 95 95.5 65 NAAQS 147
' Annual 0.13 18.7 18.8 12 CAAQS 157
co® 1-Hour 2.53 9,154 9,157 23,000 CAAQS 40
8-Hour 0.42 6,866 6,866 10,000 CAAQS 69
1-Hour 0.19 47.2 47.4 655 CAAQS 7
S0, ° 3-Hour 0.06 39.3 39.4 1,300 NAAQS 3
24-Hour 0.01 23.6 23.6 105 CAAQS 22
Annual 0.003 5.2 5.2 80 NAAQS 7

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Table 8.1-26; Project Impact Modeling File RIP99_07.0UT; Supplement A (MID 2003d) Table 8.1-26.
Note(s):

a. Modeled annual NO corrected to NO, using ARM default value of 0.75.

b. Background values have been adjusted per staff recommended background concentrations shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9.

The applicant’'s modeling results indicate that the project’s operational impacts would
not create violations of NO2, SO, or CO standards, but could further exacerbate
violations of the PMo standards. In light of the existing PM1o non-attainment status for
the project site area, staff considers the project's PM4o and criteria pollutant PMyg
precursor emissions to be significant and therefore the project emissions must be
mitigated. The attainment status for the PM2 s NAAQS and CAAQS have not yet been
determined, therefore, any violations or contributions to violations of those standards
cannot be assessed at this time. PM; s emissions are a subset of PM4o emissions, so
staff has identified the use of appropriate PM4y emissions controls and emissions
mitigation as an appropriate strategy to mitigate the project’s operating PM, 5 emissions.

Applicant Fumigation Modeling Impact Analysis

There is the potential that higher short-term concentrations may occur during fumigation
conditions. During the early morning hours before sunrise, the air is usually very stable.
During such stable meteorological conditions, emissions from elevated stacks rise
through this stable layer and are dispersed. When the sun first rises, the air at ground
level is heated, resulting in a vertical (both rising and sinking air) mixing of air for a few
hundred feet or so. Emissions from a stack that enter this vertically mixed layer of air
will also be vertically mixed, bringing some of those emissions down to the ground level.
Later in the day, as the sun continues to heat the ground, this vertical mixing layer
becomes higher and higher, and the emissions plume becomes better dispersed. The
early morning pollution event, called fumigation, usually lasts approximately 30 to 90
minutes.

Fumigation conditions are generally only compared to 1-hour standards. The applicant
analyzed the air quality impacts under fumigation conditions from the project turbines
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using the SCREEN3 model. The results of the analysis, as shown in AIR QUALITY
Table 21, indicate that the fumigation impacts would not exceed applicable 1-hour
AAQS.
Air Quality Table 21
Maximum MEGS Fumigation Impacts, (ug/m’)

Pollutant | Averaging| Project [Background Total Limiting Type of Percent
Period Impact (mglms) a Impact Standard | Standard of
(mg/m?) (mg/m®) (mg/m?) Standard
NO, 1-Hour 1.95 164 166.0 470 CAAQS 35
CO 1-Hour 2.85 9,154 9,157 23,000 CAAQS 40
8-Hour 1.01 6,866 6,867 10,000 CAAQS 69
1-Hour 0.22 47.2 47.4 655 CAAQS 7
SO; 3-Hour 0.11 39.3 39.4 1,300 NAAQS 3

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Table 8.1-24, Table 8.1D-7, and Fumigation Modeling Files RIP01.OUT through RIP16.0UT.
Note(s):
a. Background values have been adjusted per staff recommended background concentrations shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9.

Maximum fumigation impacts for the turbines were predicted to occur about 7.6 miles
from the facility (MID 2003a, Table 8.1D-7). The impacts under fumigation conditions
are expected to be higher than the maximum concentrations calculated by ISC under
downwash conditions (MID 2003a, page 8.1-35).

Applicant Startup Modeling Impact Analysis

The applicant modeled facility impacts during the startup of both turbines to
conservatively evaluate short-term impacts under startup conditions. Emissions rates
for this scenario were based on an engineering analysis of available data provided by a
similar facility (MID 2003a, page 8.1-35). Exhaust parameters for the minimum
operating load point (Case 12 - 20% load, 67°F) were used to characterize turbine
exhaust during startup, and a maximum1-hour NOy emissions rate of 20 Ib/hr was used.
Startup impacts were evaluated for the 1-hour averaging period using ISCST3. The
results of the startup emissions modeling analysis are shown in AIR QUALITY Table
22,
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Air Quality Table 22
MEGS Ambient Air Quality Impact
Applicant Turbine Startup Worst-Case Short-Term Engine Impact ISC Modeling

Pollutant | Averaging | Project | Background Total Limiting Type of Percent
Period Impact (mg/m3) a Impact | Standard | Standard of

(mg/m?) (mg/m®) (mg/m®) Standard
NO, 1-Hour 24 .34 164 188 470 CAAQS 40

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Table 8.1-24, Table 8.1D-6, and Turbine Startup Modeling File RIP99-06.0UT.
Note(s):
a. Background values have been adjusted per staff recommended background concentrations shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9.

The modeling results indicate that the startup emissions do not have the potential to
cause significant ambient air quality impacts.

Applicant Commissioning Modeling Impact Analysis

There are two high-emissions scenarios possible during commissioning. The first would
be when the combustor is being tuned prior to the installation of the SCR system and
oxidation catalyst. NOy and CO emissions would be high because the emissions control
systems would not be functioning and because the combustor would not be tuned for
optimum performance. The second high-emissions scenario for CO and NOy would
occur after the combustor had been tuned, but before completing the installation of the
SCR system, when other parts of the turbine operating system are being checked out.
This is likely to occur under transient conditions, characterized by minimum load
operation (MID 2003a, page 8.1-36).

The exhaust parameters for the minimum operating load point (Case 12 - 20% load,
67°F) were used to characterize turbine exhaust during commissioning. The applicant
modeled the commissioning impacts using ISCST3 assuming both turbines would be
operating under high-emissions commissioning scenarios at the same time. The results
of the commissioning emissions modeling analysis are shown in AIR QUALITY Table
23.
Air Quality Table 23
MEGS Ambient Air Quality Impact
Applicant Commissioning Worst-Case Short-Term Engine Impact ISC Modeling

Pollutant | Averaging | Project | Background Total Limiting Type of Percent
Period Impact (mg/m?) 2 Impact | Standard | Standard of

(mg/m?) (mg/m® | (mg/md) Standard
NO, 1-Hour 4411 164 208 470 CAAQS 44
CO 1-Hour 48.35 9,154 9,202 23,000 CAAQS 40
8-Hour 8.11 6,866 6,874 10,000 CAAQS 69

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Table 8.1-24, Table 8.1D-5, and Turbine Commissioning Modeling File RIP99-06.0UT.
Note(s):
a. Background values have been adjusted per staff recommended background concentrations shown in AIR QUALITY Table 9.

The modeling results indicate that the commissioning emissions do not have the
potential to cause significant ambient air quality impacts. Additionally, these results are
considered to be conservative, as the applicant has stated that no more than one
turbine would be operated in an uncontrolled mode (commissioning or startup) at a time.
The other turbine will either be shutdown or operating in a controlled mode up to full
load (MID 2003b, Data Response 11).
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Secondary Pollutant Impacts

The project’s gaseous emissions of NOy, SO,, VOC and ammonia can contribute to the
formation of the secondary pollutants, ozone and PM4,. There are air dispersion
models that can be used to quantify ozone impacts, but they are used for regional
planning efforts where hundreds or even thousands of sources are input into the
modeling to determine ozone impacts. No regulatory agency models are approved for
assessing single source ozone impacts. However, because of the known relationship of
NO, and VOC emissions to ozone formation, it can be said that the emissions of NOy
and VOC from the MEGS do have the potential (if left unmitigated) to contribute to
higher ozone levels in the region.

Secondary PM, formation is the process of conversion from gaseous reactants to
particulate products. The process of gas-to-particulate conversion is complex and
depends on many factors, including local humidity and the presence of other
compounds. Currently, there are no agency (EPA or CARB) recommended models or
procedures for estimating nitrate or sulfate formation. Nitrogen oxides first react to form
nitric acid, which then reacts reversibly with ammonia to form ammonium nitrate. Sulfur
oxides first react to form sulfuric acid, which then react irreversibly to form ammonium
bisulfate and ammonium sulfate. Because of the known relationship of NO, and SO,
emissions to secondary PM+, formation, these emissions, if left unmitigated, will
contribute to higher PMyg levels in the region.

The ammonia emissions from the project would come from the SCR system, which
controls the NOy emissions, as unreacted ammonia, or “ammonia slip,” that remains in
the exhaust after passing through the SCR catalyst system. While the ammonia
emissions are recognized as a necessary by-product of the NOy control system, staff
still encourages the applicant to control their ammonia slip emissions to the lowest
possible extent, while maintaining the guaranteed NO, emission limit. CARB has
indicated that districts should consider recommending an ammonia limit of 5 ppm for
gas turbines (CARB 1999), and for large frame turbines with effective dry low-NOx
combustors, staff agrees with the CARB recommendation. However, for the MEGS
project, using aero derivative turbines running in simple cycle mode, staff considers a
10 ppm ammonia limit to be acceptable.

The applicant is proposing to mitigate the project’'s NOy, VOC, and SO, emissions
through the use of emission offsets. These offsets are currently proposed to be
provided at minimum 1:1 offset ratio. Assuming that the proposed emission offsets are
surrendered at a minimum 1:1 offset ratio, it is staff's determination that the project will
not cause significant secondary pollutant impacts.

Operations Mitigation
Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation

Emission Controls

As discussed in the project description section, the applicant proposes to employ a
water injection system, SCR with ammonia injection, oxidation catalyst, and operate
exclusively on pipeline quality natural gas to limit emission levels from each turbine.
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The SPPE application (MID 2003a, page 8.1-45, and Table 8.1-17) provides the
following proposed BACT emission limits for each CTG:

T NOy: Emissions - 2.5 ppmvd at 15 percent O, and 4.5 Ib/hr (excluding
startup/shutdown)

T CO: Emissions - 6.0 ppmvd at 15 percent O, and 6.6 Ib/hr

T VOC: Emissions — 2.0 ppmvd at 15 percent O, and 1.26 Ib/hr

T PMyo: Emissions — 3.00 Ib/hr

 SO.: Emissions — 0.20 ppmvd at 15 percent O, and 0.51 Ib/hr with fuel sulfur

content of 0.36 grains/100 scf

T NHa: Emissions - 10 ppmvd at 15 percent O, and 6.71 Ib/hr

Emissions from the cooling towers are exempt from permitting, but the cooling tower
design is noted to have a controlled drift emission rate of 0.001% of the recirculating
water flow (MID 2003a, Attachment 8.1B Table 8.1B-2).

The ZLD system spray dryer has a baghouse as part of its integral design for the
collection of the separated solids.

Emission Offsets

District Rule 2201 requires that the applicant provide emission offsets, in the form of
banked ERCs, for the project’s emissions of NOy, VOC and PM4o. For CEQA
compliance, the CEC staff recommends that all non-attainment pollutants and their
precursors be mitigated at a minimum 1:1 ratio (i.e. for MEGS such pollutants are NOs,
VOC, PMyo, and SO,). Staff is not recommending any emission offsets for the projects
CO emissions as they do not have the potential to cause any significant impacts. AIR
QUALITY Table 24 shows the applicant’s estimate of the emission liabilities that need
to be mitigated. Detailed annual emissions information is provided in AIR QUALITY
Table 17.

AIR QUALITY Table 24
MEGS Annual Emission Liability and Applicant’s CEQA Offset Proposal (Ib/year)
NO, VOC PM,, SO,
MEGS Emissions 88,990 22,137 53,460 8,760
Applicants CEQA Offset Mitigation Proposal 103,801° 22,137 53,460° 8,760

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Appendix 8.1B, Table 8.1B-3, 8.1B-8, Table 8.1B-10 and Attachment 8.1B-1 (ERCs); Data Responses 12,
16, and 27 (MID 2003b) Tables AQ-16, AQ-27, 8.1B-8R, 8.1-10R, 8.1-31R and 8.1-32R; and Supplement A (MID 2003d) Table
8.1B-8, and staff’s interpretation of the applicant’s offset proposal.

Note(s):

a. The applicant’s offset proposal for NOx includes the District’s offset requirements, which for this pollutant provide an

overall offset ratio of greater than 1:1

b. Offset proposal shown is based on an interpollutant offset trade of SO, for PM,, ERCs at a 1:1 ratio for all of the

project’s emissions, including the cooling tower and spray dryer PM,, emissions.

For this case the applicant is proposing SO, for PMy, interpollutant offsets, for both their
NSR offset requirements under District regulations and for CEQA mitigation purposes.
The applicant has provided an assessment that claims that a SO, for PMy¢ interpollutant
offset ratio of 1:1 is technically justified. The District has not completed their review of
the applicant’s offset proposal and has not determined if they consider one Ib of SO, to
be sufficient to offset one Ib of PMyy Staff has concerns with the interpollutant offset
ratio justification provided by the applicant. Specifically, staff believes that the method
used to justify the offset ratio should rely on several years’ of ambient monitoring and
emissions data from both Stanislaus and San Joaquin Counties, rather than a single
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year of data from Stanislaus County; and that the calculation should use data from
identical time periods, rather than mixing and matching annual average and worst-case
24-hour monitoring data. However, staff does not have access to all of the emissions
and monitoring data needed to complete our own analysis of the interpollutant offset
ratio, so we will be relying on the District’s final determination for the appropriate SO, for
PMy, interpollutant offset ratio. Additionally, the appropriate SO, for PM+o interpollutant
offset ratio should be applied consistently for staff's CEQA analysis and the District’s
NSR permitting analysis. Therefore, staff has provided comments to the District
regarding the applicant’s interpollutant offset ratio justification calculations, so the
District understands and can address our concerns in completing their determination of
the appropriate interpollutant offset ratio. If the District determines that the appropriate
SO2 for PM10 interpollutant offset ratio is greater than 1 to 1; then the applicant may
need to obtain additional PM4o and/or SO, ERCs to fully mitigate the project.

As shown in AIR QUALITY Table 25 through AIR QUALITY Table 27, the applicant
has demonstrated, assuming that the District accepts their SO, for PM, offset ratio
proposal, that they own ERCs in quantities that are sufficient to offset the project’s NOy,
PM1o, VOC, and SO, emissions per District and CEQA requirements.

NO, Emission Offsets

AIR QUALITY Table 25 provides a summary of the total project NO4 emissions and
identifies the project offset sources. ERC N-371-2 and N-372-2 were generated from
boiler retrofitting, such as adding flue gas recirculation (FGR) and low NOy burners.
ERC C-538-2 was generated from the replacement of three existing 1,100 HP Superior
IC engine generators with two 3.5 MW Centaur 40 gas turbine engine generators.

AIR QUALITY Table 25
NO, Offsets Available for MEGS

Offset Source Location Date of Credit Total Total Total Total

Reduction| Number | Q1 (lb) [ Q2 (lb) [ Q3 (Ib) | Q4 (Ib)
757 E. 11™ Street, Tracy 1992 N-371-2 | 3,971 10,226 0 17,390
2800 South California Street, 1992 N-372-2 0 9,439 | 51,165 922
Stockton
1303 E. Herndon Ave, Fresno 2000 C-538-2 | 3,584 1,649 4,610 845
Total ERCs Provided - - 7,555 | 21,314 | 55,775 | 19,157
Distribute Q3 to Q1, Q2 and Q4 - - 18,396 | 4,636 -29,825 6,793
Redistributed ERCs - - 25,951 | 25,950 | 25,950 | 25,950
Total NO, Emissions - - 22,223 | 22,223 | 22,223 | 22,223
ERC Balance Remaining ? - - 3,728 3,727 3,727 3,727

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Appendix 8.1B, Table 8.1B-8, Table 8.1B-10 and Attachment 8.1B-1 (ERCs); Data Responses
12-13 (MID 2003b) Tables 8.1B-8R, 8.1-10R, 8.1-31R, 8.1-32R, and Attachment AQ-14; and Supplement A (MID 2003d)
Table 8.1B-10.
Note(s):

A zero balance means full mitigation, a negative balance indicates an offsets deficit, and a positive balance indicates
offsets are available in excess of recommended CEQA offset levels.

The applicant’s offset proposal will provide NOx ERCs at a total offset ratio of greater
than 1:1 (103,801 Ibs of ERCs provided to mitigate emissions of 88,990 Ibs). Therefore,
staff determines that the applicant’s NOx offset mitigation proposal satisfies CEQA
mitigation requirements.
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PM 1o Emission Offsets

AIR QUALITY Table 26 provides a summary of the total project PM4, emissions and
identifies the proposed SO, for PM4, project offset sources. Staff cannot at this time
determine if the applicant’s proposed SO, for PMyq interpollutant offset ratio is justified
and therefore cannot determine if this offset proposal is adequate to satisfy CEQA
mitigation requirements. ERC N-374-5 was generated from the shutdown of an entire
stationary source. ERC C-531-5 was generated from the modification of a boiler. ERC
S-1964-5 was generated from the retrofit of two boilers with flue gas recirculation (FGR)
and low-NOy burners (MID 2003c).

AIR QUALITY Table 26
SO, for PM4, Offsets Available for MEGS

Offset Source Location Date of | Credit Total Total Total Total

Reduction| Number | Q1 (Ib) | Q2 (Ib) | Q3 (Ib) | Q4 (Ib)
4549 Ingram Creek Road, Westley (SO,)| 2000 | N-374-5 | 3,000 0 3,000 4,000
10701 Idaho Avenue, Hanford (SOy) 1992 C-531-5 | 26,440 | 17,209 0 8,032
400 South M Street, Tulare (SO,) 1993 |S-1964-5( 500 500 500 500
Total ERCs Provided 29,940 | 17,709 3,500 12,532
Distribute Q1 to Q3 and Q4 -14,616 0 11,824 2,792
Redistributed ERCs 15,324 | 17,709 | 15,324 | 15,324
SO, for PM,, Interpollutant Offset Ratio 1.2:1a
Total PM,, Offsets Provided @1.2:1 12,770 |14,575.5| 12,770 | 12,770
Total PM,, Emissions 13,365 | 13,365 | 13,365 | 13,365
ERC Balance Remaining o - - -714 1,671 -714 -714

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Appendix 8.1B, Table 8.1B-8, Table 8.1B-10 and Attachment 8.1B-1 (ERCs); Data Response 18 (MID
2003b) Tables 8.1B-8R, 8.1-10R, 8.1-31R, 8.1-32R, and Attachment AQ-14; Data Response 27 (MID 2003c) Attachment AQ-27;
Supplement A (MID 2003d) Table 8.1B-10; and Draft Initial Study Comments (MID 2003h).

Note(s):

a. The District has recently determined that the appropriate SO, to PMy, interpollutant offset ratio is 1.2:1.

b. A zero balance means full mitigation, a negative balance indicates an offsets deficit, and a positive balance indicates offsets are
available in excess of required offset levels. Please note that the offset balance is not the same as the ERC balance.

Air Quality Table 26 shows that the applicant is short a total of 471 Ibs of SO, ERCs to
fully mitigate project’'s PMo emissions using the District’s approved interpollutant offset
ratio of 1.2:1. Therefore, the applicant will need to obtain additional SO, or PM4y ERCs
to fully mitigate the project’s PMyo emissions. The total amount of ERCs that are
recommended to mitigate the project’s emissions are described further in the SO,
Emissions Offset discussion.

VOC Emission Offsets

AIR QUALITY Table 27 provides a summary of the total project VOC emissions and
identifies the project offset sources. ERC C-539-1 was generated from the replacement
of three existing 1,100 HP Superior IC engine generators with two 3.5 MW Centaur 40
gas turbine engine generators. ERC C-552-1 was generated from the shutdown of
emissions units. ERC C-554-1 and C-553-1 were generated from the replacement of
agricultural pump engines with electric motors. ERC S-1963-1 was generated from the
shutdown of an entire stationary source. ERC N-389-1 was generated from the retrofit
of two boilers with low-NOy burners and reducing the fuel oil usage of those boilers.

AIR QUALITY Table 27
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VOC Offsets Available for MEGS

Offset Source Location Date of | Credit | Total Total Total Total
Reduction| Number | Q1 (Ib) | Q2 (Ib) | Q3 (Ib) | Q4 (Ib)
1303 E. Herndon Avenue, Fresno 2000 C-539-1 513 616 819 689
25184 Road 16, Chowchilla 2001 C-552-1 669 1,765 1,586 659
O’Neill Farming, Five Points 2001 C-554-1 216 684 1,077 949
O’Neill Farming, Five Points 2001 C-553-1 266 686 1,005 1,062
6941 W. Goshen, Visalia 2002 [S-1963-1| 1,661 1,640 1,406 1,058
800 W. Church Street, Stockton 1997 N-389-1 858 1,303 694 560
Total ERCs Provided - 4,183 6,694 6,587 4,977
Distribute Q2 and Q3 to Q1 and Q4 - - 1,427 | -1,084 -976 633
Redistributed ERCs - 5,610 5,610 5,611 5,610
Total Emissions - 5,534 5,534 5,535 5,534
Balance Remaining * - - 76 76 76 76

From SPPE (MID 2003a) Appendix 8.1B, Table 8.1B-8, Table 8.1B-10 and Attachment 8.1B-1 (ERCs); Data Response 16 (MID
2003b) Tables AQ-16 and 8.1B-8R, and Attachment AQ-14; Data Response 27 (MID 2003c) Attachment AQ-27; Supplement A (MID
2003d) Table 8.1B-10; Draft Initial Study Comments (MID 2003h); and updated ERC information provided by the applicant (MID
2003i).
Note:
a. A zero balance means full mitigation, a negative balance indicates an offsets deficit, and a positive balance indicates
offsets are available in excess of required offset levels. Please note that the offset balance is not the same as the ERC
balance.

The applicant’s offset proposal will provide VOC ERCs at a total offset ratio of 1:1
(22,137 Ibs of ERCs provided to mitigate emissions of 22,137 Ibs). Therefore, staff
determines that the applicant’'s VOC offset mitigation proposal satisfies CEQA mitigation
requirements.

SO, Emission Offsets

SO, emissions are a precursor to PM4o, which is a nonattainment pollutant at the project
site area. As part of the CEQA evaluation, the CEC staff recommends that all non-
attainment pollutants and their precursors be mitigated at a minimum 1:1 ratio.
Currently, as noted above in the PM o Emission Offsets discussion, the applicant does
not have enough SO, emission reduction credits to fully offset the project’'s PMg
emissions using the District’'s approved 1.2:1 interpollutant offset ratio. Therefore, the
applicant would need to obtain additional PM1y and/or SO, ERCs to cover both the
remaining recommended PM, offset need and the SO, offset need. The total amount
of additional ERCs recommended by staff to fully offset the project are 9,231 Ibs of SO,
ERCs, or 7,693 Ibs of PM4g ERCs, or a combination of SO, and PM4; ERCs that would
equal 7,693 Ibs of PMy after applying the interpollutant offset ratio of 1.2:1 to the SO,
ERCs.

Staff Proposed Mitigation

The District has determined that the appropriate SO, for PMyg interpollutant offset ratio
is 1.2:1, higher than the applicant’s proposed 1:1 ratio. Therefore, the applicant does
not currently have sufficient ERCs to fully offset the project's PM4o and SO, emissions
per staff's CEQA mitigation recommendation. Staff has included Condition of
Exemption AQ-C6 to ensure that the applicant complies with their minimum 1:1 offset
ratio proposal for VOC, PMyo and SO,; and AQ-C6 includes a schedule requirement for
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the applicant to acquire the additional ERCs that are recommended based on the
District’'s SO, for PMj interpollutant offset ratio determination.

C. Result in Considerable Increase in Criteria Pollutant in Non-Attainment Status:
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated

The applicant performed a cumulative modeling analysis. This modeling analysis
identifies whether the project, along with other identified air pollution sources known to
be under development in the project area, would create a cumulative air quality impact.

Cumulative Impacts Modeling Analysis

To evaluate the cumulative emission impacts of the MID Electric Generating Station,
District records were evaluated to determine other sources that may cumulatively
impact the site area. The following criteria were used to identify other stationary
emission sources located within six miles of the MEGS site that may contribute to
cumulative impacts:

I Sources that have received an Authority to Construct (ATC) permit and operation
began after 1999.

 Sources that have received an Authority to Construct (ATC) permit but are not yet
operational; or

. Sources that have submitted complete ATC applications to the District.

To evaluate the cumulative emission impacts of the MID Electric Generating Station,
District records were evaluated to determine other sources that may cumulatively
impact the site area. The search criteria included new or modified emission sources
located within 10 kilometers (6.2 miles) of the MEGS site that had a net emission
increase of any size for NO, CO, SOy, or PM1g, and all new sources that have received
an Authority to Construct (ATC) issued after January 1, 2000 (MID 2003b, Attachment
AQ-26). Emissions from existing projects operating prior to and during 1999 are
reflected in the background ambient air quality data.

A review of District records identified a total of 13 emission sources that met the search
criteria. However, nine (9) of these emission sources had either no emissions listed or
were modifications that resulted in an emissions decrease. Thus, only the following four
(4) new/modified emission units were identified to have the potential to contribute to
cumulative impacts (MID 2003b, Attachment AQ-26, Exhibit 1):

" Nulaid Foods, Inc. - one (1) 7.86 MMBtu/hr natural gas fired Miura Model LX200SG
boiler with a Miura low NOy burner.

' Nulaid Foods, Inc. - one (1) 8.3 MMBtu/hr natural gas fired Miura Model LX200SG
boiler with a Miura low NOy burner.

' Verizon California - 380 BHP Cummins, Model M11-G2, diesel fired emergency
standby IC Engine serving a 200 kW electrical generator.

f State of California, Department of Justice - 1180 HP Caterpillar, Model 3412, diesel
fired emergency IC engine powering a 800 kW electric generator.
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The applicant estimated the combined impacts of the MEGS project and the 4
new/modified sources using the ISCST3 Model (Version 3) with one year of
meteorological data (1999) from the Modesto Airport. One-hour NO, impacts were
modeled using ISC3_OLM model, which utilized concurrent ozone data from the
Modesto 14th Street monitoring station (MID 2003b, pages AQ26-2 to AQ26-3).
Turbine emissions sources associated with the MEGS project, as well as the 4-
new/modified sources, were modeled as individual point sources. The maximum
concentrations modeled for each pollutant and averaging period from these sources are
shown in AIR QUALITY Table 28.

AIR QUALITY Table 28

Applicant Cumulative Impact ISC Modeling Results
Pollutant | Averaging|MEGS |Impacts |Combined [Background | Total | Limiting Type of
Period |Project From |Maximum | (mg/m’)°® Impact | Standar | Standard
Impact | Other | Impacts (mg/m®) | d
(mg/m?) |Sources | (mg/m’) (mg/m?)
(mg/m?)
NO, 1-Hour ® 1.73 185.6 185.6 164 349.6 470 CAAQS
Annual ° 0.02 0.43 0.43 35.7 36.1 100 NAAQS
PMy 24-Hour 0.45 0.32 0.45 158 158.5 50 CAAQS
Annual ° 0.10 0.09 0.11 36 36.1 20 CAAQS
CoO 1-Hour 2.53 53.4 53.4 9,154 9,207 23,000 CAAQS
8-Hour 0.42 18.1 18.1 6,866 6,884 10,000 CAAQS
1-Hour 0.19 10.0 10.0 47.2 57.4 655 CAAQS
SO, 24-Hour 0.01 0.28 0.28 23.6 23.9 105 CAAQS
Annual 0.003 0.011 0.012 5.2 5.2 80 NAAQS
From Data Response 26 (MID 2003b) Attachment AQ-26, Tables 4 and 5.

Note(s):

a. OLM corrected using the ISC3_OLM model.

b. Modeled annual NOy corrected to NO, using ARM default value of 0.75.
c. Annual arithmetic mean.

As shown in AIR QUALITY Table 28, the maximum combined impacts show very little
overlap between the MEGS project and the 4 new/modified sources (identified as “Other
Sources”). In fact, for many of the pollutants and averaging periods, the contribution of
the MEGS project at the point of maximum combined impact is almost undetected by
the ISCST3 model. Based on these results, the maximum combined impacts of the
MEGS project and the four new/modified projects are not expected to cause any
violations of the state or federal CO, SO,, or NO, standards. Additionally, while the
federal and state PM,o standards are already exceeded in the area, and any increase in
ambient PM1q levels will contribute to an existing violation, the maximum cumulative
impacts are almost identical to the MEGS project’s impacts. Therefore, the cumulative
impacts do not justify additional mitigation beyond that which is being recommended to
mitigate the project impacts.

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation
See the mitigation description under impact issue “B” above.

Staff Proposed Mitigation
See the mitigation description under impact issue “B” above.
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D. Expose Sensitive Receptors to Substantial Pollutant Concentrations: Less
Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated

Existing Residential and Sensitive Receptors

POWER PLANT SITE

The project is located in an industrial area in the City of Ripon, adjacent to the City’s
wastewater treatment plant. The nearest residences are located approximately 700 feet
north of the project site, along Locust and Stockton Avenues between 5th Street and
West 4th Street. Potentially sensitive receptors within the area are generally limited,
and are located more than 72 mile from the project site (MID 2003a, page 8.6-3). In
particular, Ripon Elementary School is located north of the project site, and Almost
Home (Community Center) is located northwest of the project site (MID 2003a, Figure
Appendix 8.6A — Sensitive Receptors). Thus, an exposure to substantial pollutant
concentrations would not involve sensitive individuals at higher rates than the general
population.

Also, as described in the Socioeconomics analysis, there are two census tracts within a
6-mile radius of the proposed MEGS site that contains a minority and low-income
community that meets the environmental justice criteria. However, because the
proposed project would comply with all regulatory requirements with regard to air quality
and assuming that the applicant will comply with the Conditions of Exception listed
below, no significant air quality impacts are anticipated. Therefore, the project will not
have adverse impacts on this community, disproportionate or otherwise.

LINEAR FACILITIES

The linear facilities to be constructed as a result of this project are as follows:

' Approximately 0.25 miles of 69-kV subtransmission line and fiber optic cable.
T Approximately 0.25 miles of 8-inch diameter natural gas supply pipeline.

I Water pipelines of varying length, extending no more than 30 feet from the project
site, for potable water supply, non-potable water supply, industrial wastewater
discharge, sanitary sewer discharge, and firewater supply. These pipelines will
interconnect to the respective utility service tap lines, currently being installed under
South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard.

There may be short-term adverse impacts at residences and sensitive receptor
locations that are adjacent to these linear construction routes. However, the time frame
for these construction impacts is very short at any one location and these impacts are
not considered to be significant.

Temporary Construction Emissions

As described earlier under impact issue “B,” the proposed project would generate
temporary emissions from constructing the MEGS facility and the associated
transmission lines, and natural gas and water pipelines. As a result, residential land
uses may experience short-term adverse air quality impacts. However, through the
implementation of the suggested mitigation measures and Conditions of Exemption
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during construction, it is assumed that the project would not result in any significant air
quality impacts.

Operation Emissions

As described earlier under impact issue “B,” the proposed project would generate a
substantial level of criteria pollutant emissions from operating the 95-megawatt (MW)
natural gas-fired simple-cycle power plant. However, the emissions of NOy, VOC, SO,
and PM4 would be offset through the surrender of ERCs. In addition to these
emissions being offset, the closest sensitive receptor is located over one-half mile from
the proposed site. As a result, staff concludes that the criteria pollutant emissions
generated from this project would not cause any significant air quality impacts to
sensitive receptors.

In addition, because the proposed project would comply with all regulatory requirements
with regard to air quality and no significant air quality impacts are anticipated, the
project will not have disproportionate adverse impacts on the identified minority and low-
income community.

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation
See the mitigation description under impact issue “B” above.

Staff Proposed Mitigation
See the mitigation description under impact issue “B” above.
E. Create Objectionable Odors: Less Than Significant Impact

Construction activities do not generally create strong or objectionable odors. There may
be minor odors associated with the use or refueling of the diesel and gasoline powered
equipment, or from painting or other surface treatments (i.e. roofing or roadway
repaving). No significant impacts are expected from these temporary minor odor
sources.

No odor impact is anticipated from the operation of the main power facilities, as no
significant emissions of odorous compounds would result from the gas turbines, cooling
towers, or ZLD system exhausts under normal operations. The odor threshold for
ammonia is approximately 5 to 10 ppm, and the stack emissions of ammonia for the gas
turbine exhaust are expected to be limited to 10 ppm on a 24-hour basis. There is the
potential for somewhat higher short-term ammonia emission concentrations (i.e.
concentration spikes), particularly during startup, shutdown or during load swings.
However, after dispersion the maximum ammonia concentrations at ground level will be
well below the odor threshold. Odors resulting from accidents could occur; please see
the HAZARDOUS MATERIAL MANAGEMENT section for further discussion of the
consequence analysis of ammonia storage and handling accidents.

Applicant’s Proposed Mitigation
None.
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Staff Proposed Mitigation
None.

RESPONSE TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS

WRITTEN COMMENTS - INTERVENOR, MR. ROBERT SARVEY

Mr. Sarvey’s comments are provided in the Comments Index.

Sarvey Interpollutant Ratio Comment

Response: Staff has provided comments to the District regarding our concerns with
the applicant’s interpollutant offset ratio calculations. The District has verbally indicated
that the SO, for PMy interpollutant offset ratio will be 1.2:1 for this project. Staff has
used that offset ratio in determining staff’'s recommended CEQA mitigation for the
project and has incorporated it into the revised recommended Condition of Exemption
AQ-C6.

Sarvey Ammonia Emissions Comment

Response: Staff agrees that ammonia is a PMz 5 and PMo precursor, staff also agrees
that fine particulate has been shown to have specific health effects and that fine
particulate impairs visibility. However, staff's approach to mitigating ammonia emission
impacts from SCR control systems is to recommend the lowest reasonable ammonia
slip limit. For this simple cycle project, that is expected to have a relatively high
uncontrolled NOy concentration (25 to 30 ppm), staff believes that the lowest reasonable
ammonia slip limitation is 10 ppm. For larger combined cycle projects that have
substantially lower uncontrolled NO, concentrations (9 to 15 ppm guaranteed
maximums) staff is now generally recommending an ammonia slip limit of 5 ppm.

The ammonia emissions for this project are the direct result of using a control
technology to reduce NOy emissions. The reduction of NOx emissions due to the SCR
system for both turbines could be as high or higher than 90 pounds per hour and 370
tons per year, while the maximum corresponding ammonia emissions from the
ammonia slip would be limited to 13.4 pounds per hour and 58.8 tons per year.

Staff believes that actual worst-case ammonium sulfate/nitrate impact will be much
lower than that implied using the reference Mr. Sarvey has copied from the Cosumnes
Power Plant project FSA. A linear interpolation of the directly emitted PM, s modeling
results to identify potential secondary particulate impacts is an overly conservative
comparison for the determination of worst-case impacts that could occur near the
project site. Secondary particulate is more of regional issue than a near-field impact
issue because secondary particulate takes time to form and there will not be enough
time for any significant conversion to occur close to the site where the maximum turbine
particulate impacts were found to occur. The modeling results show that the location of
the maximum turbine 24-hour particulate impact of 0.20 ug/m?® (please note that the
maximum impact results shown in Air Quality Table 20 include the cooling tower and
spray dryer baghouse) occurs only 161 meters from the center of the two turbine stacks.
Assuming a conservatively high secondary particulate conversion rate of 30 percent per
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hour and an average wind speed of 5 meters per second this would mean the
conversion of secondary particulate at the maximum exposed receptor would be only
0.27%. By the time any significant secondary particulate formation were to occur the
plume would be far from the project site and would be dispersed to a small fraction of
the maximum impact value found at 161 meters from the turbine stacks.

While staff understands Mr. Sarvey’s concerns, staff will not be recommending
additional mitigation for the project’s ammonia emissions, which for most of the
operational life of the project would be expected to be significantly less than the worst-
case estimates of 10 ppm and 58.8 tons/year.

Sarvey Offsets for Secondary PM; 5 Formation Comment

Response: Mr. Sarvey has provided a sentence from the Cosumnes FSA, but did not
provide the complete statement. The complete statement notes that due to the
uncertainty in the conversion rate of ammonia staff only recommended a reduction in
the ammonia limit. Staff is not aware of any power plant project within the State of
California for which ammonia emission offsets have been required, to address
secondary particulate formation or any other reason. Further, even if ammonia offsets
were determined to be necessary for CEQA impact mitigation, an appropriate ratio
would be difficult to determine and likely could not be legally defended.

Staff cannot require the “good neighbor gestures” that Mr. Sarvey suggests for the
project, as that would be beyond the CEQA mitigation determined to be necessary by
staff. In the Tracy Power Plant case, which was cited as an example by Mr. Sarvey, the
additional mitigation was a proposal worked out between that applicant and other
interested parties including the City of Tracy. The framework of the additional
community mitigation measure was included in the Conditions of Certification for the
Tracy project with the applicant’s acceptance, and was not a mitigation that was
imposed on the applicant by staff. This project’s applicant has not shown a similar
willingness to agree to additional community mitigation, and staff cannot impose this
additional mitigation if staff does not feel it is warranted. However, staff certainly would
not object to any additional community mitigation agreed to by the applicant; and would
encourage Mr. Sarvey, the City of Ripon, or any other interested parties to determine if
a community mitigation program agreement can be reached with the applicant.

The District has found that SCR is BACT for this project. SCONOx has not been shown
to be technically achievable for this type of turbine project. Staff has accepted the
District’'s BACT finding for this project.

Sarvey Fumigation Impacts Comment

Response: Staff has included an assessment of fumigation impacts, and AIR QUALITY
Table 21 presents the fumigation modeling results. The fumigation modeling results
indicate that fumigation is not a significant concern for this project. This project’s simple
cycle design is one reason that fumigation has not been shown to be a significant
concern. The high temperature and velocity of the simple cycle turbine exhausts do not
allow for a near field fumigation effect to occur. Typically, exhausts that have little or no
vertical momentum and thermal buoyancy are those that can create high near-field
fumigation impacts.
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VERBAL COMMENTS — LOCAL RESIDENT, MS. PAM KAEFER

Ms. Kaefer attended the DIS Workshop and was concerned about construction dust and
asked if watering would be required to reduce construction dust.

Response: Yes, watering of all disturbed areas will be required to reduce fugitive dust
emissions during construction. Staff has carefully reviewed the potential for
construction emission impacts and has recommended the construction mitigation and
compliance assurance measures contained in Conditions of Exemption AQ-C1 through
AQ-C5. If any construction dust problems occur during the construction the public can
call the project’'s Compliance Project Manager (lla Lewis 916-654-4678), or the
SJVUAPCD (800-281-7003). Staff also would suggest that the public call Modesto
Irrigation District so that they can directly address any local problems encountered
during construction and operation of the project.

CONCLUSIONS

The final District approved SO, for PMy offset ratio is 1.2:1, which is higher than the 1:1
ratio proposed by the applicant. Therefore, the applicant does not have enough SO,
ERCs to fully offset the project's PM4y and SO, emissions at a minimum 1:1 ratio. The
applicant needs to obtain additional PMyo and/or SO, ERCs, as included in Condition of
Exemption AQ-C6, in order for staff to be able to recommend approval of this project.

Alternatively, staff would accept it if the applicant were to lower the worst-case hourly
turbine PM4o emissions assumption from 3.0 Ibs/hour.. A value as low as 2.0 Ibs/hour is
consistent with the PMo emission level recently sought and approved for the Henrietta
Peaker Project (CEC 2003). The source test data from the Henrietta turbines indicated
that actual emission levels that were less than 1.0 Ib/hour, giving a 100% safety margin
when assuming a worst-case emission factor of 2.0 Ibs/hour. Both CEC staff and the
District have approved this lower emission limit for this similar, perhaps essentially
identical, turbine configuration project. Therefore, staff would be amenable to lowering
the PM4o emissions limit to as low as 2.0 Ibs/hour per turbine. At a turbine PMyq
emission limit of 2.56 Ibs/hr per turbine the applicant would currently have sufficient
ERCs to fully offset the project’'s PM4y and SO, emissions per staff’'s recommended
CEQA requirements.

Staff recommends the following Conditions of Exemption to address the impacts
associated with the construction and operation of the MEGS. However, the conditions
presented below may be revised prior to the evidentiary hearing to address any
comments received on this Final Initial Study.

CONDITIONS OF EXEMPTION

GENERAL CONDITIONS

AQ-G1. The project owner shall provide the CPM copies of all Authority-to-Construct
(ATC) and Permit-to-Operate (PTO) air quality permits received from the
District.
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Verification: The project owner shall submit copies of the ATCs and PTOs to the
CEC CPM upon receipt of those permits from the SJVAPCD.

STAFF CONSTRUCTION AND PRE-CONSTRUCTION CONDITIONS

AQ-C1. The project owner shall fund all expenses for an on-site air quality construction
mitigation manager (AQCMM) who shall be responsible for maintaining
compliance with conditions AQ-C1 through AQ-C5 for the entire project site
and linear facility construction. The on-site AQCMM may delegate
responsibilities identified in Conditions AQ-C1 through AQ-C5 to one or more
air quality construction mitigation monitors. The on-site AQCMM shall have full
access to areas of construction of the project site and linear facilities, and shall
have the authority to appeal to the CPM to have the CPM stop any or all
construction activities as warranted by applicable construction mitigation
conditions. The on-site AQCMM, and any air quality construction mitigation
monitors responsible for compliance with the requirements of AQ-C4, shall
have a current certification by the California Air Resources Board for Visible
Emission Evaluation prior to the commencement of ground disturbance. The
AQCMM may have responsibilities in addition to those described in this
condition. The on-site AQCMM shall not be terminated without written consent
of the CPM.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project
owner shall submit to the CPM, for approval, the name, current ARB Visible Emission
Evaluation certificate, and contact information for the on-site AQCMM and air quality
construction mitigation monitors.

AQ-C2. The project owner shall provide a construction mitigation plan (CMP), for
approval, which shows the steps that will be taken, and reporting requirements,
to ensure compliance with conditions AQ-C3 through AQ-C5.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to start any ground disturbance, the project owner
shall submit to the CPM, for approval, the construction mitigation plan. The CPM will
notify the project owner of any necessary modifications to the plan within 30 days from
the date of receipt. Otherwise, the plan shall be deemed approved.

AQ-C3. The on-site AQCMM shall submit to the CPM, in a monthly report , a
construction mitigation report that demonstrates compliance with the following
mitigation measures:

a) All unpaved roads and disturbed areas in the project and linear construction
sites shall be watered until sufficiently wet. The frequency of watering can
be reduced or eliminated during periods of precipitation.

b) No vehicle shall exceed 15 miles per hour within the construction site.

c) The construction site entrances shall be posted with visible speed limit
signs.

d) All construction equipment vehicle tires shall be washed or cleaned free of
dirt prior to entering paved roadways.
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e)

Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the tire
washing/cleaning station.

All entrances to the construction site shall be graveled or treated with water
or dust soil stabilization compounds.

No construction vehicles can enter the construction site unless through the
treated entrance roadways.

Construction areas adjacent to any paved roadway shall be provided with
sandbags to prevent run-off to the roadway.

All paved roads within the construction site shall be swept twice daily when
construction activity occurs.

At least the first 500 feet of any public roadway exiting from the construction
site shall be swept twice daily on days when construction activity occurs,
and twice daily on any other day when dirt or runoff from the construction
site is visible on the public roadways.

All soil storage piles and disturbed areas that remain inactive for longer than
10 days shall be covered, or be treated with appropriate dust suppressant
compounds.

All vehicles that are used to transport solid bulk material on public roadways
and that have potential to cause visible emissions shall be provided with a
cover, or the materials shall be sufficiently wetted and loaded onto the
trucks in a manner to provide at least one foot of freeboard.

m) Wind erosion control techniques, such as windbreaks, water, chemical dust
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suppressants, and vegetation shall be used on all construction areas that
may be disturbed. Any windbreaks used shall remain in place until the soil
is stabilized or permanently covered with vegetation.

Any construction activities that may cause fugitive dust in excess of the
visible emission limits specified in Condition AQ-C4 shall cease when the
wind exceeds 25 miles per hour unless water, chemical dust suppressants,
or other measures have been applied to reduce dust to the limits set forth in
AQ-C4.

Diesel Fired Engines

(1) All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall be
fueled only with ultra-low sulfur diesel, which contains no more than 15
ppm sulfur.

(2) All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall
have clearly visible tags issued by the on-site AQCMM that shows the
engine meets the conditions set forth herein.

(3) Alllarge construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 50 hp or
more, shall meet, at a minimum, the Tier 1 ARB/EPA certified standards
for off-road equipment unless certified by the on-site AQCMM that a
certified engine is not available for a particular item of equipment. All
large construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 50 hp or more
that do not have an EPA Tier 1 particulate standard (50 to 175 hp
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engines) and do not meet Tier 2 particulate standards, shall be
equipped with catalyzed diesel particulate filters (soot filters), unless
certified by engine manufacturers or the on-site AQCMM that the use of
such devices is not practical for specific engine types.

Where mitigation measures identical to or similar to those provided in (a)
through (o) are required in District Rules 8021 through 8081, the most stringent
requirement shall apply and be identified in the CMP; except when the
requirements listed in (a) through (o) would conflict with the implementation and
compliance with a District rule requirement. Any conflict between mitigation
measures (a) through (o) and District Rules 8021 through 8081 will be identified
in the CMP.

Verification: In a monthly report, the project owner shall provide the CPM a copy of
the construction mitigation report and all diesel fuel purchase records, including quantity
purchased, which clearly demonstrates compliance with condition AQ-C3.

AQ-C4 No construction activities are allowed to cause visible dust emissions at or
beyond the project site fenced property boundary or the boundary of any
adjacent property owned by the project owner. No construction activities are
allowed to cause visible dust plumes that exceed 20 percent opacity at any
location on the construction site. No construction activities are allowed to cause
any visible plume in excess of 200 feet beyond the centerline of the
construction of linear facilities.

Verification: The on-site AQCMM shall conduct a visible emission evaluation at the
property boundary, or 200 feet from the center of construction activities at the linear
facility, or adjacent to occupied structures, each time he/she sees excessive fugitive
dust from the construction or linear facility site. The records of the visible emission
evaluations shall be maintained at the construction site and shall be provided to the
CPM in a monthly report.

AQ-C5 During site mobilization, ground disturbance, and grading activities, the project
owner shall limit the fugitive dust causing activities (i.e. scraping, grading,
trenching, or other earth moving activities) to a twelve-hour per day schedule.
Short excursions to this twelve-hour per day limit may be allowed, with CPM
approval, if the site conditions and construction activities are such that this will
not cause significant construction dust impacts.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide records of compliance as part of a
monthly report.

AQ-C6 The project owner shall provide emission reduction credits to offset the project’s
VOC, PMyy, and SO, emissions. The quantity of emissions to be offset are
22,137 Ibs of VOC, 53,460 Ibs of PMy and 8,760 Ibs of SO,. The following
VOC ERC Certificates shall be used in whole or part to offset the VOC
emissions at a 1:1 ratio; C-539-1, C-552-1, C-554-1, C-553-1, C-1963-1, and N-
389-1. The following SO, ERC Certificates shall be used in whole or part to
offset the PMyo and SO, emissions; C-531-5, N-374-5, and S-1964-5. The SO
emissions will be offset at a 1:1 ratio. The PM4, emissions shall be offset using
the SO,:PMyy interpollutant offset ratio of 1.2:1, which has been determined by
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the SUVAPCD to be appropriate for this project. The project owner shall
provide additional PM4o and/or SO, ERCs in order to provide a 1:1 offset of the
project’'s PM4o emissions, incorporating the 1:2:1 SO, for PM4g interpollutant
offset ratio, and SO, emissions. The quantity of additional ERCs required is
7,693 Ibs of PM1o ERCs, or 9,231 Ibs of SO, ERCs, or a combination of PMg
and SO, ERCs that equal 7,693 Ibs after applying the interpollutant offset ratio
of 1.2:1 to any SO, ERCs being proposed. The project owner shall obtain
these additional ERCs at a minimum in the form of a binding option agreement.

The ERCs can be adjusted from one calendar quarter to another calendar
quarter in accordance with SUJVAPCD regulations in order to achieve a 1:1
offset ratio proposal for each calendar quarter.

Revisions to the offsetting proposal, and the specific ERCs used to offset the
project, are allowed as long as these revisions will not reduce the VOC, PM4q or
SO, emission offsets below a 1:1 offset ratio of allowable annual project
emission levels. Revisions to the offsetting proposal shall be provided to the
CPM for review and approval prior to ERC surrender.

Verification: At least 60 days prior to commencing turbine first fire, the project
owner shall surrender the identified ERC certificates and in the amounts shown in AQ-
C6 to the District and provide documentation of that surrender to the CPM. The project
owner shall provide documentation of the necessary additional ERCs to the CPM within
90 days of the project approval and no later than the beginning of construction.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Testimony of Rick York

INTRODUCTION

This section of the Initial Study analyzes the potential impacts to biological resources
from the construction and operation of the proposed Modesto Irrigation District's (MID)
Electric Generating Station (MEGS) project in Ripon, California. The primary focus is
on potential impacts to state and federally listed species, species of special concern,
riparian areas, wetlands, and other areas of critical biological concern. This document
presents information regarding the affected biotic community, the potential
environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of the proposed
project, and where necessary, specifies mitigation planning and compensation
measures to reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS (LORS)

Staff is charged with evaluating whether the project as proposed has a substantial
adverse impact on the environment or public health and safety. Staff has identified the
following LORS as useful as significance criteria for evaluating whether the project as
proposed will have a substantial adverse impact on biological resources.

FEDERAL

Endangered Species Act

Title 16, United States Code, section 1531 et seq., and Title 50, Code of Federal
Regulations, part 17.1 et seq., designate and provide for protection of threatened and
endangered plant and animal species, and their critical habitat.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Title 16, United States Code, sections 703 through 712, prohibits the take of migratory
birds, including nests with viable eggs.

STATE

California Endangered Species Act

Fish and Game Code, sections 2050 through 2098, protects California’s rare,
threatened, and endangered species. California Code of Regulations,

Title 14, sections 670.2 and 670.5, lists California species designated as rare,
threatened or endangered.

Migratory Bird Protection

Fish and Game Code section 3513 protects California’s migratory birds by making it
unlawful to take or possess any migratory non-game bird as designated in the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act or any part of such migratory non-game bird.
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Fully Protected Species

Fish and Game Code, sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515, prohibits take of animals
that are designated as Fully Protected in California.

Significant Natural Areas

Fish and Game Code, sections 1930 through 1933, designates certain areas such as
refuges, natural sloughs, riparian areas and vernal pools as significant wildlife habitat.

Native Plant Protection Act of 1977

Fish and Game Code, section 1900-1913, designates state rare, threatened, and
endangered plants.

LOCAL

San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open
Space Plan (SJMSCP)

The SUIMSCP (SJCOG 2000) includes habitat compensation requirements for take of
federal special status species and their habitat in accordance with the Federal
Endangered Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(B), 16 U.S.C.§1539(a)(1)(B). The SUIMSCP
also prescribes protection and mitigation measures approved by the U. S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG).
Direct consultation with USFWS and CDFG may not be necessary based upon MID’s
participation in the SUMSCP process which is administered by the San Joaquin County
Council of Governments (Parks 2003). Participation in the SUIMSCP program replaces
the need for an incidental take permit from CDFG and USFWS.

SETTING

The proposed project would be located in the City of Ripon in San Joaquin County,
California. Historically, the San Joaquin Valley consisted of a variety of natural habitats
that supported numerous plant and animal species. However, since the turn of the
century many of the valley’s original natural communities within the valley have been
converted to urban or agricultural land uses. Remaining areas of natural vegetation are
fragmented and rarely found as large contiguous areas. These remaining natural areas
represent less than five percent of the total area within the San Joaquin Valley (USFWS
1998). The loss and fragmentation of habitat has resulted in the elimination of many
species of wildlife and the reduction of populations of many other species. A list of
sensitive species that could occur in the vicinity of the proposed MEGS facility is
provided in Biological Resources Table 1.
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Table 1

Sensitive Species Known to Occur in the Vicinity

Of the Proposed MEGS Facility

SENSITIVE PLANTS STATUS*

Big tarplant (Blepharizonia plumosa ssp. plumosa) FSC/List 1B
Brittlescale (Atriplex depressa) FSC/List 1B
Delta button celery (Eryngium racemosum) FSC/CE/List 1B
Diamond-petaled California poppy (Eschscholzia rhombipetala) FSC/List 1B
Greene’s tuctoria (Tuctoria greenei) FE/CRI/List 1B
Legenere (Legenere limosa) FSC/List 1B
Round-leaved filaree (Erodium macrophyllum) List 2
San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior) FE/List 1B

SENSITIVE WILDLIFE STATUS*
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) CT
Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) CSC
White-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) CFP
Western yellow billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalus) CE
Tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor) CSC
Aleutian Canada goose (Branta canadensis leucopareia) FD
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) CSC
Riparian wood rat (Neotoma fuscipes riparia) PE
Riparian brush rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani riparius) CE
San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica) FE/CT
Conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta conservatio) FE
Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) FT
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi) FT
California linderiella (Linderiella occidentalis) CSC
Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus dimorphus dimorphus) FT
Molestan blister beetle (Lytta moesta) FSC

(Source: California Department of Fish and Game 2003)

*Status Legend: List 1B = CNPS List 1B - Plants rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere
(California Native Plant Society 2001), List 2 = CNPS List 2 - Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but
more common elsewhere. CSC = State Species of Concern (California Department of Fish and Game 1992), FSC =
Federal Species of Concern, FD = Federally De-listed (Recovered), FE = Federal listed Endangered, FT = Federal
listed Threatened, PE = Proposed Endangered, CE = State listed Endangered; CT = State listed Threatened and
CFP = California Fully Protected.

POWER PLANT FACILITY

Modesto Irrigation District proposes to build a 95-megawatt natural gas-fired power
plant in an industrial area in the City of Ripon. The proposed power plant would be a
peaking facility located on a 12.25-acre parcel in southern Ripon, at the intersection of
South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard. The power plant would occupy 8 acres
within a 12.25-acre parcel. The proposed project site has had various agricultural uses
and has been routinely plowed and cleared. This has not stopped the common
California ground squirrel (Spermophilus beecheyi) from digging numerous burrows on
the project site. These small mammals are prey to a variety of predatory species
including the Swainson’s hawk (State Threatened), the burrowing owl (State Species of
Concern), the white-tailed kite (State Fully Protected), and the red-tailed hawk, so the
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project site is foraging habitat for these species. The California ground squirrel burrows
could be of interest to the burrowing owl since this ground nesting ow! will utilize squirrel
burrows and other types of holes for roosting and nesting.

PROJECT LINEAR FACILITIES

The project’s proposed gas pipeline, electric transmission line, and water supply
pipelines would all be quite short and located in previously disturbed and/or paved
areas. There are no biological resources issues related to the project’s linear facilities
since no biological resources currently exist within or immediately adjacent to the
proposed construction areas/routes.

Gas Pipeline

Natural gas would be delivered to the project site via a new 0.25-mile pipeline that
would connect to an existing PG&E gas main north of the project site on South Stockton
Avenue near the junction with 4™ Street in Ripon. The new gas pipeline would be
constructed within the South Stockton Avenue right-of-way.

Transmission Line and Fiber Optic Communication Line

The proposed transmission line connection would be to the 69-kV system at the existing
Stockton Substation approximately 0.25 miles northeast of the proposed MEGS project
site. Connection of the proposed power plant to the Stockton Substation would require
the addition of two bays within the existing substation facility to accommodate the new
power plant. Approximately 7 new wood or metal transmission line poles would need to
be constructed to connect the new power plant to the substation. A new fiber optic
communications cable would also be placed on the new transmission line poles.

Water Supply Pipelines, Stormwater Discharge Pipelines, Potable
Water Pipeline, Sanitary Sewer Pipeline, and Firewater Pipelines

The proposed power plant would utilize raw water from the City’s non-potable water
system. Water for cooling, process water, and sanitary uses would be provided via a
new pipeline constructed by the City of Ripon. The proposed water pipeline would be
routed within South Stockton Avenue directly east of the project site. The quality of the
non-potable water supply is good for industrial uses; however it is not suitable for
potable uses. In April 2003 the City of Ripon began construction of a City improvement
project for the extension of South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard near the
MEGS site. The City is installing potable and non-potable water lines, sanitary sewer
lines, and a stormwater system within these streets (MID2003a). The City of Ripon
anticipates that the improvements along South Stockton Avenue will be completed
during the fall of 2003 (Data Request Response 58, MID2003l). For the MEGS project,
MID would construct potable and non-potable water supply, and stormwater discharge
pipelines to interconnect to City utility services tap lines. These tap lines would be
located adjacent to South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard. Specifically, MID
would construct a 3-inch diameter potable water pipeline, a 6-inch diameter non-potable
water pipeline, an 8-inch diameter sanitary sewer line, two 10-inch diameter firewater
pipelines, and two 12-inch diameter stormwater discharge pipelines.
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IMPACTS

The following Environmental Checklist identifies potential impacts to biological

resources. Following the table is a discussion of the potential impacts and a discussion
of proposed mitigation measures, if necessary.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

X

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, and regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or other means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree
preservation policy or ordinance?

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

IMPACTS DISCUSSION

Staff's Environmental Checklist responses are discussed below:

a) Effect on Sensitive Species: Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation

MID has agreed to participate in the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation and Open Space Plan (SIMSCP) compensation and mitigation

process. This plan is administered by a Joint Powers Authority that is responsible
for carrying out the requirements of the conservation plan. Mr. Gerald Park, Senior

Regional Planner for the San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG) has

indicated (phone conversation with MID, August 6, 2003) that he has approved the
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project for permitting under the SUMSCP. Mr. Parks will be sending a biologist to the
proposed project site to perform a reconnaissance visit after which a list of relevant
mitigation measures will be provided to MID and Energy Commission staff. The
prescribed habitat compensation/mitigation fee must be provided to SJCOG prior to,
or at the time of, issuance of any building permits. The total prescribed
compensation fee would include the cost of SUICOG review and any site visit(s)
(MID2003a). As of this Initial Study, the required compensation fee would be $845
per acre or $10,351.25 for the 12.25-acre project site. The final habitat
compensation amount would be determined by the SJICOG when its analysis is
completed. Participation in the SUIMSCP process also requires implementation of
various general and species-specific take avoidance measures (SJCOG 2000). All
of these mitigation measures are provided as part of the SUIMSCP process as a
condition of project approval.

MID has also agreed to include in the project various species-specific mitigation
measures identified in the SUIMSCP plan, to avoid impacts to the following sensitive
species:

Aleutian Canada goose (Federal De-listed — Recovered)

No Aleutian Canada geese were seen during December 2002 and January 2003 field
surveys. During the winter, this subspecies may roost at the sewage treatment ponds
and use the proposed project site for foraging, so habitat compensation is the proposed
mitigation.

White-tailed kite (State Fully Protected)

This species could nest in the Stanislaus River riparian forest or the oak savannah
south of the proposed project site; however none were seen during 2003 field surveys.
The project site represents foraging habitat for this Fully Protected species. A 100-foot
buffer would be maintained around occupied nest sites for a period that would include
nest building and until fledglings have left the nest.

Swainson’s hawk (State Threatened)

If a nearby tree becomes a nest tree during construction activities, then construction
activities would not be allowed any closer than a distance of two times the drip line of
the tree measured from the nest. As of this Initial Study, a Swainson’s hawk pair
appeared to be nesting either in the oak savannah or the Stanislaus River riparian
corridor approximately 2500 feet southeast of the proposed power plant site.

Western burrowing owl (State Species of Concern)

Results from recent field surveys completed by the applicant’s biologists and an Energy
Commission biologist indicated that burrowing owls are currently not present on the
project site. However, there are numerous California ground squirrel burrows on site
which may be attractive to burrowing owls. MID would prefer to not use trapping,
relocation, or the use of poisons and fumigation to remove ground squirrels from the
project site. Poisoning may impact birds of prey or other animals that may prey upon
the carcass and relocating would not be feasible since squirrels would likely reoccupy
the site. It would be advisable to avoid active removal and allow squirrels and other
small mammals to vacate the site during disking or become prey for scavenging wildlife.
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If ground squirrel evacuation is not successful, the following alternatives would be
employed:

1.

During the non-breeding season (September 1! through January 31%') burrowing
owls occupying the project site would be passively relocated. This would involve the
installation of one-way doors to let owls out, but not allow them to re-enter the
burrow.

During breeding season (February 1 through August 31%), 75-meter protective
buffers would be maintained around burrows occupied by owls until a CDFG-
approved biologist is consulted. Other actions could include passive relocation if it is
determined that owls have not begun laying eggs, or postponing construction in the
area until the young are fledged and no longer dependent on the nest burrow. Once
fledglings are capable of independent survival or non-breeding adult owls have been
excluded, the burrow can be destroyed.

MID also will provide habitat compensation for the loss of burrowing owl habitat which
will be required by the San Joaquin Multi-Species Habitat Compensation and Open
Space (SUIMSCP) process.

MID would prepare and submit a report to SUIMSCP Joint Powers Authority addressing
any special status species issues encountered during construction and a discussion of
any mitigation measures.

Staff concludes that the MEGS project would have less than significant impacts to
sensitive species and their habitat with implementation of the MID-proposed mitigation
strategy.

b)

d)

Effect on Riparian Habitat: Less than Significant Impact

The MEGS project would not directly affect any riparian habitat or sensitive natural
communities identified in any local or regional habitat protection plans. However, a
significant riparian area, the Stanislaus River riparian corridor, is located
approximately 0.25 miles south of the proposed MEGS project site. Staff concludes
that it is unlikely that the proposed project would directly impact the riparian habitat.

Effect on Wetlands:

There are no federally protected wetlands such as vernal pools and/or marsh habitat
within or adjacent to the proposed MEGS project site. The closest significant
wetland habitat, the Stanislaus River riparian corridor, is located approximately 0.25
miles south of the project site. Staff does not anticipate that the project would
directly affect this nearby significant natural area. Staff concludes the MEGS project
would not impact wetlands.

Interference with Wildlife Movement:

Sensitive species such as the Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl, white-tailed kite, and
other sensitive bird species may nest on or near the MEGS project site. With
implementation of various take avoidance measures and other mitigation staff
concludes that the MEGS project would have less than significant impacts on these
sensitive species.
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e) Conflict with Local Policies:

Staff concludes that the proposed project would not conflict with any local biological
resources policies or ordinances.

f) Conflict with Adopted Habitat Plans:

MID has agreed to abide by the terms and conditions of the San Joaquin County
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and Open Space Plan (SJMSCP) conservation
plan. The SUIMSCP includes requirements for take of state and federal special-
status species and their habitat in accordance with the Federal Endangered Species
Act section 10(a)(1)B and the State Endangered Species Act section 2081. The
SJMSCP also includes prescribed compensation guidelines and sensitive species
take avoidance and other mitigation measures approved by the USFWS and CDFG.
MID’s willingness to participate in the SUIMSCP process replaces the need for direct
consultation with the USFWS and CDFG.

Staff consulted Susan Jones (San Joaquin Valley Branch Chief, USFWS), Dan Gifford
(Regional Biologist, CDFG) and Gerald Park (Senior Regional Planner for the San
Joaquin County Council of Governments) and all (Jones 2003, Gifford 2003, and Park
2003) agreed that the SUIMSCP compensation and mitigation process was appropriate
for the MEGS project. Staff concludes that the proposed project would not conflict with
any adopted habitat conservation plans.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impacts of an action added to other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future action, regardless of who is
responsible for such actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. By MID agreeing to
participate in the SUIMSCP mitigation process, staff concludes that the applicant/project
owner has addressed all concerns regarding direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to
state and federally listed species and their habitats.

CONCLUSIONS

Construction and operation of the MEGS project would as proposed, including
measures prescribed by the San Joaquin County Multi-Species Habitat Conservation
and Open Space Plan, result in less than significant impacts to biological resources.

STAFF’S PROPOSED CONDITION OF EXEMPTION

The following Biological Resources Condition of Exemption is proposed by staff:
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COMPLIANCE WITH THE SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY MULTI-SPECIES
HABITAT CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE PLAN (SJMSCP)

BIO-1 The project owner must provide written verification to the CPM that the project
is in compliance with the SJMSCP prior to the start of any project-related
construction activities.

Verification: No fewer than 60 days prior to any project-related site mobilization
activities, the project owner must provide written verification to the CPM that the project
has provided the required habitat compensation for the MEGS project to the San
Joaquin Council of Governments, including a description of how the habitat
compensation funds will be utilized.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES

Testimony of Dorothy Torres

INTRODUCTION

The cultural resources section identifies potential impacts of the proposed Modesto
Irrigation District Electric Generation Station (MEGS) to cultural resources. Staff
considers the realm of potential “cultural resources” to include anything created or
affected by human beings. The term “cultural resources”, as defined in law, includes
buildings, sites, structures, objects, and historic districts. If it appears that a project can
not avoid a potential cultural resource, the cultural resources must be evaluated for
eligibility to the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). The primary purpose
of the cultural resources analysis is to ensure that all potential impacts are identified,
and that conditions of exemption are set forth that ensure impacts to eligible cultural
resources are mitigated below a level of significance under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).

Energy Commission staff designated all of the CEQA checklist items for cultural
resources as “less than significant with mitigation incorporation.” A brief cultural
overview of the project is provided, as are comments regarding selected CEQA
checklist items with respect to cultural resources. The section concludes with the staff's
proposed monitoring and mitigation measures with respect to cultural resources, with
the inclusion of three recommended Conditions of Exemption.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS (LORS)

The following laws, ordinances, regulations, standards, and policies (LORS) have been
identified by staff as relevant to assessing the significance of the impacts from the
proposed project.

STATE

f California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 4852 defines the term "cultural
resource" to include buildings, sites, structures, objects, and historic districts.

f Public Resources Code, Section 5024.1 establishes a California Register of Historic
Places; determines significance of and defines eligible resources.

I Public Resources Code section 5097.5 identifies any unauthorized removal or
destruction of historic resources on sites located on public land as a misdemeanor.
Public Resources Code section 5097.99 also prohibits obtaining or possessing
Native American artifacts or human remains taken from a grave or cairn and
establishes the penalty for possession of such artifacts with intent to sell or
vandalize them as a felony. Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 defines
procedures for the notification of discovery of Native American artifacts or remains.
Public Resources Code section 5097.991 states that it is the policy of the state that
Native American remains and associated grave artifacts shall be repatriated.
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f Public Resources Code section 21083.2 states that the lead agency determines
whether a project may have a significant effect on “unique” archaeological
resources; if so, an EIR shall address these resources. If a potential for damage to
unique archaeological resources can be demonstrated, the lead agency may require
reasonable steps to preserve the resource in place. Otherwise, mitigation measures
shall be required as prescribed in this section. The section discusses excavation as
mitigation; limits the Applicant’s cost of mitigation; sets time frames for excavation;
defines “unique and non-unique archaeological resources;” and provides for
mitigation of unexpected resources.

f Public Resources Code section 21084.1 indicates that a project may have a
significant effect on the environment if it causes a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historic resource; the section further defines a “historic resource”
and describes what constitutes a “significant” historic resource.

. CEQA Guidelines, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, section 15126.4(b),
prescribes the manner of maintenance, repair, stabilization, restoration,
conservation, or reconstruction as mitigation of a project’s impact on a historical
resource; discusses documentation as a mitigation measure; and discusses
mitigation through avoidance of damaging effects on any historical resource of an
archaeological nature, preferably by preservation in place, or by data recovery
through excavation if avoidance or preservation in place is not feasible. Data
recovery must be conducted in accordance with an adopted data recovery plan.

. CEQA Guidelines, section 15064.5 defines the term “historical resources,” explains
when a project may have a significant effect on historic resources, describes
CEQA’s applicability to archaeological sites, and specifies the relationship between
“historical resources” and “unique archaeological resources.” Subsection (f) requires
that the lead agency make provisions for historical or unique archaeological
resources accidentally discovered during construction.

LOCAL

The City of Ripon adopted General Plan 2035 in 1998. The Open Space and
Conservation portion of that document, Goal C: Protect Archaeological Sites establishes
policies to protect and maintain cultural resources. The City will not knowingly approve
projects that may adversely affect important archaeological sites. Proposals for
development that may affect archaeological resources will be referred to the California
Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) at Stanislaus State University. A site
specific survey will be conducted to identify archaeological resources, and if
archaeological materials are discovered during construction a professional will be
consulted. If Native American remains are found, state law will be followed (City2003a,
p. 5-1).

The Open Space and Conservation section of Chapter Five, acknowledges that
archaeological sites can yield a variety of information about cultural, social or economic
importance of past peoples or that they may have spiritual significance for Native
Americans. It also cautions that the location of archaeological sites should remain
confidential (City2003a, p. 5-7, 5-8).
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Goal F of the Open Space and Conservation Section encourages the preservation of
important historic resources and encourages requirements that will allow historic
structures to be available for future use (City2003a, p. 5-2).

SETTING

The proposed power plant, water lines, gas line and electrical transmission lines will be
located in the City of Ripon in Stanislaus County. The potable, non-potable water,
storm wastewater and storm water lines will tap into City of Ripon utility services. In
addition, a 0.25 mile gas supply line will connect with PG&E’s existing main pipeline at
Stockton Avenue and West 4th street. The electrical transmission line will be about
0.25 mile long and will connect with the Stockton Substation. The Applicant has also
proposed a zero liquid discharge (ZLD) system. The ZLD would be located on the
proposed project site (MID2003z Sup A, p. 2). The project area is in the central San
Joaquin Valley. Ripon is located along the Stanislaus River (MID2003a, pp. 1-2, 1-3).
The area’s climate is characterized as Mediterranean, including hot dry summers and
cool moist winters. The proposed project area in Ripon is primarily urban industrial.

The prehistory of the northern San Joaquin Valley is not well known. Few sites have
been investigated and most of these date to the Late Prehistoric Period. Earlier sites are
likely buried under later Holocene alluvium. The archaeological sites appear to reflect
the same settlement and subsistence systems practiced by the Northern Valley Yokuts
who occupied the area when the Spanish arrived in California. The northern San
Joaquin Valley was originally covered by sloughs and marshes along the San Joaquin
River. The Northern Valley Yokuts obtained fish and waterfowl from the river and
marshes. Grass and tule seeds were important plant foods. Acorns from the valley
oaks were also collected. The two most important food resources were salmon and
acorns. Although deer, antelope, and elk were abundant, big game hunting was not a
major food procurement activity. The Yokuts lived in permanent villages on mounds
along the river. Gathering parties left the villages seasonally to collect seeds and
acorns. The Northern Youkuts were organized into approximately 40 to 50 small
tribelets that totaled about 18,000 individuals (MID2003a, p. 8.3-10 to 8.3-11). One
would expect to find large prehistoric archaeological sites representing villages along
rivers. Smaller sites with a more restricted range of artifacts and subsistence remains,
representing resource gathering camps, could be found anywhere in Yokuts territory
that was not subject to inundation.

During the nineteenth century, the drier areas of the northern San Joaquin Valley were
used for ranching. Agricultural use of the region did not begin until 1867 when wheat
cultivation became important (MID2003a, p. 8.3-12). In 1857 William Hiller Hughes
purchased 160 acres of the area that was to become Ripon. As the first owner of the
entire town site of Stanislaus City (later Ripon) he practiced carpentry and farming. In
1870, he acquired an additional 761 acres. Moreover, in 1872, he gave land to Central
Pacific Railroad for right-of-way and a depot.

Historical sources indicate that much of the early settlement in Ripon during the 1860’s
occurred along the river (MID2003az, p. 285). Ferries across the Stanislaus River were
an important method of transportation in the area, but they were replaced by the more

efficient railroads. Completion of the Central Pacific Railroad through the valley in 1870
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increased the scale of wheat production by reducing transportation costs. The Central
Pacific Railroad was later incorporated into the Southern Pacific Railroad system and
the Santa Fe Railroad acquired a parallel line through the valley. Towns, such as
Ripon, developed along the rail lines and farms developed along the rivers and

drainages (MID2003a, p. 8.3-16).

Much of the area around Ripon remains mostly agricultural today. Archaeological sites
from the historical period that could be significant would include subsurface physical
remains associated with nineteenth century residences, stores, and small scale

manufacturing enterprises in towns, and farmsteads in rural areas.

IMPACTS

Following is the Environmental Checklist that identifies potential impacts in this issue
area. Below the checklist are a discussion of each impact, and an explanation of the

impact conclusion.

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST Significant With Significant | No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporation
CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the X

significance of a historical resource as
defined in § 15064.57?

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the X
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to § 15064.5?

c) Disturb any human remains, including X
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

A. Effect on Historical Resources:

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Several subdivisions or housing tracts, including more than 100 houses, are
located near the proposed project and linears. Five properties with above-
ground resources of historic age have been identified within one-half mile of the
power plant site and the linear routes in Ripon (MID2003a, p. 8.3-16 to 8.3-18).
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 forms were prepared for two
churches and three houses that might be impacted by the project. These
buildings have been evaluated by the Applicant and recommended as not
eligible for the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). The City of
Ripon was previously named Murphy’s Ferry. Murphy’s Ferry was established
in 1865 on the Stanislaus River. The Ferry was very important to grain farmers.
In 1867 Murphy was granted a petition that allowed him to move the location of
the Ferry. The previous location of ferries will not be impacted by the project.

State Registered Landmark No. 436 is located within 0.5 mile of the project site.
However the location of the first known archaeological colony that the
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Landmark commemorates is six miles away from the project site (MID2003a, p.
8.3-17).

[ll. One potential historic resource was identified during the Applicant’s field
survey. (MID2003b, DPR 523 form). It appeared that if eligible to the California
Register of Historic Resources, the agricultural setting of the residence might
be impacted by the project. The residence at 920 Palm Avenue was evaluated
by the Applicant as not significant based on the four criteria that would make it
eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or the California
Register of Historic Resources (CRHR).

Staff agrees with the Applicant’s evaluation of the property under three of the
CRHR and NRHP criteria. However, the eligibility of 920 Palm Avenue under
Criterion B of the National Register or Criterion 2 of the CRHR was not as easy
to evaluate, and additional information was requested from the Applicant to
determine if the property was associated with anyone important in local history.

The residence at 920 Palm Avenue was built on land originally owned by
William Hiller Hughes (W.H. Hughes). He was important in local history
because he sold parcels of land in the late 1800’s that became Stanislaus City
and later the City of Ripon. By donating land for a railroad right-of-way and
depot, W.H. Hughes contributed substantially to the development of Ripon
(MID2003az, pp. 2 and 285-286).

Historical sources attribute the building of the house in 1919 to Hughes’ son,
Thomas Hughes. The residence was built long after the period of significance
of William Hiller Hughes to the City of Ripon. The succession of later property
owners can not be demonstrated to be important in local history (MID2003az,
p.2). Thus, because the house has not been owned or lived in by an important
historical figure, during the period that figure was significant in history, the
project will not cause a substantial adverse impact to an historical resource.

B. Cause a Change in Significance of an Archaeological Resource: Less than
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

I.  One partially below-ground resource of historic age has been recorded more
than 0.5-mile from the proposed project (MID2003a, p. 8.3-16). It consists of
foundation and structure remains and it will not be affected by the project.

Il.  One prehistoric archaeological site was identified and had been previously
recorded. Itis located more than one mile away from the project site. The
archaeological site would not be affected by this project. The consultant for the
Applicant carried out a pedestrian survey of the project site and proposed
waterlines. The proposed gas line route and proposed transmission line route
were surveyed on May 20, 2003. Soils that were visible due to trenching
activity (for other City projects) in the vicinity were examined. No
archaeological resources were identified as a result of the surveys (MID2003a,
p. 8.3-17,18; MID2003am, Attach CR 41 p.1-2).

lll. The proposed project will not impact any known archaeological resource,
although there is a potential for discovering previously unidentified
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archaeological resources during construction. Public Resources Code section
15064.5 (f) directs the lead agency to make provisions for historical or unique
archaeological resources that are inadvertently discovered during project
construction.

IV. The Applicant provided extensive recommendations for mitigation. Staff
concurs with most of the recommendations. However, in some cases staff
recommends a change to the proposed mitigation or additional mitigation. The
discussion below provides staff's recommended changes that will ensure that
impacts to archaeological discoveries would be mitigated to a level of
insignificance. The Applicant recommends avoidance as the best mitigation.
They define Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA) and suggest that the
archaeologist and Project engineer demarcate an area to ensure that it is
avoided. Staff agrees that this is an acceptable mitigation measure. Staff
would also caution the applicant that at times avoidance may include measures
such as avoidance by more than 100 feet or redesigning the project site or a
linear route.

V. The Applicant recommends that prior to beginning construction near a
designated ESA, the construction crew should be informed of the resource
values involved and of the regulatory protection afforded to the resources. The
Applicant recommends that the crew also be informed concerning procedures
regarding relating to designated ESA’s Moreover, the Applicant recommends
that the crew be cautioned not to collect artifacts and asked to inform their
supervisor should cultural remains be uncovered. Staff recommends that the
project archaeologist develop a comprehensive training program that
addresses the issues raised in working near an ESA and identification of
cultural resources. During the training the construction workers should be
advised of penalties in law for collecting artifacts. The training should also
inform the construction crew that cultural resources personnel has the authority
to halt construction, in the event of a discovery. The training program should
be conducted prior to beginning ground disturbance rather than prior to
beginning construction.

VI. Under Construction Monitoring, the applicant recommends that in the event of a
discovery, "the AM should immediately notify the PA and Site Superintendent,
who should halt construction in the immediate vicinity of the find, as necessary.
The PA and the AM must have the ability to halt construction immediately, if
there is a find. An archaeological site or human remains could easily be
demolished in a matter of seconds.

VIl. The applicant recommends that monitoring be conducted on a part-time basis,
to be determined at the discretion of the assigned Project Archaeologist (PA)
The Project Archaeologist or his/her designated Archaeological Monitor (AM)
should conduct the recommended construction monitoring. A PA and AM can
be the same person, if properly qualified. Staff recommends that a preliminary
reconnaissance survey be conducted at the project site and along the linears.
Initial ground disturbance and excavation should then be observed by the PA.
After the PA has become knowledgeable regarding area of the project and
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examined the excavated soils, the PA should determine the necessary level
and locations of monitoring.

VIII. The applicant recommends that subsurface construction be monitored by an
appropriately qualified archaeological monitor under the supervision of a
Project Archaeologist who meets Secretary of the Interior's Standards and
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation as published in Code of
Federal Regulations, 36 CFR Part 61. Staff agrees with this recommendation,
but also recommends that, if monitoring is deemed necessary, any ground
disturbance should be monitored, not only subsurface construction. The PA
should at a minimum, meet The Secretary of the Interior's Standards. In
addition, the PA should have a minimum of three years of experience in
California conducting archaeological field work, data recovery, lab analysis,
report writing, evaluation and other cultural resources related activities. The
applicant recommends that the AM meet specific requirements. Staff
recommends that any monitors have experience monitoring in California. Staff
recommends that requirements for an archaeological monitor not be as
stringent as the applicant suggests, as long as appropriate oversight is
provided by the PA.

IX. The Applicant also recommended that an appropriate Native American monitor
be present during any testing or data recovery of archaeological material that is
Native American in origin. Staff recommends that a Native American monitor
be retained to monitor in locations where Native American artifacts may be
discovered.

Moreover, the Applicant recommends a preliminary assessment of the
construction site for cultural resources. As construction begins a worker
education program would be conducted to educate supervisors. The education
program might be presented in the form of a video. Staff recommends that all
new employees be trained regarding cultural resources during ground
disturbance.

If archaeological materials are discovered, the Applicant recommends that
construction be halted. Construction is not recommended in the vicinity of the
find until the Project Archaeologist has examined the find. The Project
Archaeologist would then record the discovery on Department of Parks and
Recreation (DPR) Primary Record forms (Form DPR 523). The Applicant also
recommends avoidance, if possible, mitigation by data recovery; curation, if
necessary and the preparation of a final report (MID2003a, pp. 8.3-21 to 8.3-
8.3-24).

On page 8.3-22, the applicant states that, “Under CEQA, a find would be
considered significant (would be classified as an ‘important archaeological
resource’) if it meets the necessary criteria for eligibility to the California
Register of Historic Resources (CRHR). Staff cautions the applicant that under
CEQA an archaeological discovery may also be considered significant if it
meets the criteria for eligibility to the CRHR as an historical resource. It is not

August 2003 5-7 CULTURAL RESOURCES



necessary to classify it as an important archaeological resource for a cultural
resource to be eligible to the CRHR.

Under the title “Mitigation Planning”, the applicant suggests a procedure for
conducting mitigation in accordance with state and federal guidelines. The
applicant states that, “If avoidance is not possible, the recovery of a sample of
the deposit from which the archaeologist can define scientific data to address
archaeological research questions should be considered an effective mitigation
measure for damage to or destruction of the deposit.” Staff disagrees with this
interpretation of effective mitigation. An effective mitigation would mitigate
impacts to the data elements that make a cultural resource eligible to the
CRHR. “A sample” may not be sufficient to address all data elements or
research questions. Moreover, unusual discoveries that are not covered by the
research design should not be ignored because they do not appear in a
document.

On page 8.3-24, the applicant states that construction should resume at the site
as soon as the field data collection phase of any data recovery effort is
completed. While recognizing that construction needs to resume as soon as
possible, staff asserts that construction should resume after mitigation has
been adequately completed. This would frequently be after the completion of
data recovery, however staff recommends making the decision to resume
construction on a site by site basis(MID2003a, pp. 8.3-21 to 8.3-8.3-24).

The applicant also makes recommendation regarding curation. In addition to
the applicants recommendations, staff recommends that items be curated in
accordance with the State Historical Resouces Commission’ s, “ Guidelines for
the Curation of Archaeological Collections” and Title 36 of the Federal Code of
Regulations, Part 79.

The applicant proposes providing a “Report of Findings” that discusses
archaeological activities in occur in relation to an archaeological discovery.
Staff requires a report at the end of the project. The final cultural resources
report would address all cultural resources activities conducted for the project,
whether or not there was a discovery. In the field of archaeology, identifying
the methods used to determine that nothing was present in a particular location
is just as important as identifying the methods used to determine that there is
something present. Archaeologists or historians who obtained information from
the California Historic Information System (CHRIS) signed a document stating
that if any reports were written as a result of work completed for the project
area they were research at the CHRIS, a copy of that report would be provided
to the CHRIS.

The City of Ripon provides for recognition and protection of cultural resources
in their General Plan and will use a contract with California State University
Stanislaus to obtain a cultural resources specialist who will conduct necessary
monitoring and mitigation for the project. To ensure compliance with CEQA, if
an archaeological site is discovered, it must be evaluated for eligibility to the
CRHR. If the site is determined eligible, then either avoidance or data recovery
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would be necessary and curation if materials are collected in accordance with
the research design. The City of Ripon would conduct these efforts through
their contract with CSU Stanislaus. The applicant has stated that they would
reimburse the City of Ripon for expenses incurred under their contract with
CSU Stanislaus for cultural resources activities (Reede, personnel conversation
8/21/03).

C. Disturb Human Remains: Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated

There is no record of interred human remains that would be disturbed by the
proposed project. Public Resources Code section 15064.5 (f) instructs lead
agencies to make provisions for historical or unique archaeological resources that
are discovered during construction. In the event that interred human remains are
encountered during project ground disturbance, mitigation will be achieved by
following state law that requires notification of the county coroner and additional
subsequent requirements. If the county coroner determines that human remains
are Native American in origin, the Native American Heritage Commission will be
notified and a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) will be referred to the project to make
recommendations to the property owner regarding the appropriate treatment of the
remains and associated grave goods.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts to cultural resources in the project vicinity may occur if subsurface
archaeological deposits (both prehistoric and historic) and the setting of historic
structures are affected by other projects in the same vicinity as the proposed project.
Residential and commercial and industrial development is planned or is underway in the
vicinity of portions the proposed project and linears. The following projects are planned
within the project vicinity:

City of Ripon Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) station at 240 Doak Blvd.
City of Ripon Animal Shelter at 444 Doak Blvd.

City of Ripon Corporation Yard Expansion at 620 Doak Blvd.

Aartman Milk Transport Expansion, 805 S. Locust Ave.

NuLaid Foods, Inc. Expansion, 200 Fifth St.

Lombardy Estates Industrial Park, Doak Blvd between S. Stockton Ave. and S.
Acacia Ave.

= —a —a _—_a _a _2

Poppy Hills Residential Subdivision west of project site.

Arrow Asphalt Project at 441 Doak Boulevard.

1

1

' Al Waggoner Project at 1012 S. Acacia Avenue.

 Doak Boulevard Extension between Vera Avenue and S. Stockton Avenue.
1

S. Avenue Extension south to the new extension of Doak Boulevard.

Project proponents for these and future projects in the area can mitigate impacts to as
yet undiscovered subsurface archaeological sites to less than significant levels.
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Impacts can be mitigated by requiring construction monitoring, evaluation of resources
discovered during monitoring, and avoidance or data recovery for resources evaluated
as significant (eligible for the CRHR or NRHP). Impacts to human remains can be
mitigated by following state law.

CONCLUSIONS

Based on the discussion above, the project as proposed, in conjunction with the
mitigation set forth below will not cause any substantial adverse impact to any known
cultural resources.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF EXEMPTION

CUL-1 The applicant shall employ a Cultural Resources Specialist to monitor the
project. Additional monitors or technical specialists may be retained as
necessary by the CRS.

l

The project owner shall provide a copy of all cultural resource documents
previously generated for this project to the City of Ripon and to the CRS.

The project owner shall ensure that the CRS conducts a reconnaissance
survey of the project site and linear foot print. After the survey has been
conducted, monitoring activities shall be conducted at the discretion of the
CRS.

The CRS shall develop a cultural resources training plan and provide
cultural resources training to all new employees during project ground
disturbance. The project owner shall ensure that employees receive cultural
resources training prior to beginning project related tasks. The training
should focus on recognition of archaeological materials and reporting
requirements if archaeological materials are discovered. The training may
be presented in a video.

The project owner shall provide a letter to the CRS, with a copy to the City
of Ripon. The letter shall grant authority to the CRS and archaeological
monitors to halt construction, if there is a discovery of archaeological
materials.

Data recovery or collection of materials should be conducted based on
criteria generated in the research design (required by Cul-2). If the CRS
determines that human remains have been discovered, the county coroner
shall be contacted pursuant to state law.

A Native American monitor shall be obtained, to monitor ground disturbance
in areas where Native American artifacts may be discovered. Informational
lists of concerned Native Americans and Guidelines for monitoring shall be
obtained from the Native American Heritage Commission. Preference in
selecting a monitor shall be given to Native Americans with traditional ties to
the area that shall be monitored.
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Cultural resources monitoring activities are the responsibility of the CRS.
Any interference with monitoring activities, removal of a monitor from duties
assigned by the CRS or direction to a monitor to relocate monitoring
activities by anyone other than the CRS shall be considered
non-compliance with these conditions of exemption.

The CRS and the project owner shall notify the City of Ripon by telephone
or e-mail of any incidents of non-compliance with the conditions of
exemption, permit conditions and/or applicable LORS upon becoming aware
of the situation. The CRS shall also recommend corrective action to resolve
the problem or achieve compliance with the conditions of exemption.

During the ground disturbance phases of the project, the project owner shall
provide copies of the weekly summary reports of monitoring logs, prepared
by the CRS to the City of Ripon.

Verification: Prior to beginning the reconnaissance survey, the project owner shall
provide the City of Ripon and the CRS with a copy of all cultural resources documents
previously generated for this project. In addition, the project owner shall provide the
City of Ripon with copies of the weekly summary reports of monitoring logs in a monthly
report or in a manner acceptable to the City of Ripon.

CUL-2 Prior to the start of ground disturbance, the project owner shall ensure that the
CRS prepares a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (CRMMP).
The CRMMP shall identify general and specific measures to minimize potential
impacts to sensitive cultural resources. Copies of the CRMMP shall reside with
the project owner, CRS, each monitor, and the City of Ripon.

The CRMMP shall include, but not be limited to, the following elements and
measures.

1.

3.

August 2003

A general research design that includes a discussion of research questions
and testable hypotheses applicable to the project area. A refined research
design would be prepared for any resource where data recovery is required.
The research design shall contain lists of artifact and other cultural materials
that would be collected because they contribute information to the research
questions.

. A discussion of a preliminary reconnaissance survey of the project footprint

conducted by the CRS. If avoidance measures are determined to be
necessary by the CRS, a discussion of all avoidance measures (such as
flagging or fencing), to prohibit or otherwise restrict access to sensitive
resource areas that are to be avoided during construction and/or operation,
and identification of areas where these measures are to be implemented.
The discussion shall address how these measures would be implemented
prior to the start of construction and how long they would be needed to
protect the resources from project-related effects.

A discussion of the requirement that all cultural resources encountered shall
be recorded on a DPR form 523 and mapped (may include photos). In
addition, all archaeological materials collected as a result of the
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archaeological investigations (survey, testing, and data recovery) shall be
curated in accordance with The State Historical Resources Commission’s
“Guidelines for the Curation of Archaeological Collections,” into a retrievable
storage collection in a public repository or museum. The public repository
or museum must meet the standards and requirements for the curation of
cultural resources set forth at Title 36 of the Federal Code of Regulations,
Part 79.

4. A discussion of any requirements, specifications, or funding needed for
curation of the materials to be delivered for curation and how requirements,
specifications and funding shall be met. This shall include information
indicating that the project owner will pay all curation fees unless a different
agreement to pay curation fees is reached with the City of Ripon and state
that any agreements concerning curation will be retained and available for
audit for the life of the project.

Verification: At least 10 days prior to ground disturbance, the project owner shall
provide the CRMMP to the City of Ripon for review and approval. The project owner
shall also provide a letter that states that the project owner will pay all curation fees,
unless a different agreement to pay curation fees is reached with the City of Ripon.

CUL-3 Whether or not there are discoveries, the project owner shall require that the
CRS prepare a Cultural Resources Report (CRR) in Archaeological Resource
Management Report format (ARMR). The CRR shall report on all field activities
including dates, times and locations, findings, samplings and analysis. All
survey reports, Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 forms and
additional research reports shall be submitted to the City of Ripon, the
California Energy Commission, the California Historic Resource Information
System (CHRIS) and the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO).

Verification: The project owner shall submit the subject CRR within 90 days after
completion of ground disturbance (including landscaping). Within 10 days after City of
Ripon approval, the project owner shall provide documentation to the City of Ripon that
copies of the CRR have been provided to the Energy Commission, SHPO, the CHRIS
and the curating institution (if archaeological materials were collected).

REFERENCES

City2003a-City of Ripon. City of Ripon General Plan 2035. Approved September 15,
1998.

MID2003a-Modesto Irrigation District/VVan Hoy (tn:28524). Submittal of the Small Power
Plant Exemption for the Modesto Electric Generation Station 95 MW, natural gas
fired simple cycle power plant. Submitted to CEC/Therkelsen/Dockets on
4/21/03.

MID2003b-CH2MHill/Salamy (tn28539). Appendix 8.3B-DPR Form 523 Submitted to
CEC/Therkelsen/Dockets on 4/21/03.

CULTURAL RESOURCES 5-12 August 2003



MID2003z — CH2MHill/Carrier (tn:29092). Supplement “A” to the SPPE ZLD
Amendment. Submitted to CEC/Reede/Dockets on 6/20/03

MID2003az-CH2MHill/Carrier. Data response set 1E (Supplemental Response to Data
Request:42). Submitted to CEC/Dockets 7/21/03.

Reede 2003b, Personal Conversation with Steve De Young Referencing Statements
made by the Applicant at a public workshop 8/21/03.
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ENERGY RESOURCES

Testimony of Kevin Robinson and Shahab Khoshmashrab

INTRODUCTION

The Energy Resources section examines energy use by the Modesto Irrigation District’s
proposed Electrical Generating Station (MEGS) to ensure that the MEGS consumption
of energy will not result in significant adverse impacts on the environment. In this
analysis, staff addresses the issue of inefficient and unnecessary consumption of
energy.

In order to support the Energy Commission’s findings, this analysis will:

' examine whether the facility will likely present any adverse impacts upon energy
resources; and

' examine whether these adverse impacts are significant.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

No federal, state, or local LORS apply to the efficiency of this project.

SETTING

Modesto Irrigation District (MID) proposes to construct and operate the 95 MW (nominal
gross output) simple cycle MEGS power plant, providing peaking power to the MID
power grid. (Note that this nominal rating is based upon preliminary design information
and generating equipment manufacturers’ guarantees. The project’s actual maximum
generating capacity will differ from, and may exceed, this figure.) Power from the facility
will be sold directly to customers of MID that serve residential, commercial and industrial
power users in the area (MEGS 2003a, SPPE §§ 1.2, 1.2.1). The MEGS will consist of
two General Electric LM6000 Sprint combustion turbine generators (CTG) rated at 50
MW each. The CTG will utilize an electric water chiller at its inlet to maintain output and
efficiency during periods of high ambient temperatures. The CTG will utilize water
injection to reduce the formation of NOx and the stacks will have a selective catalytic
reduction system to further control the emissions of NOx from the plant (MEGS 2003a,
SPPE §§ 2.2, 2.3, 2.3.2).

IMPACTS

BACKGROUND

The CEQA Guidelines state that the environmental analysis”...shall describe feasible
measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts, including where relevant,
inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy” (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14 §
15126.4(a)(1)). Appendix F of the Guidelines further suggests consideration of such
factors as the project’'s energy requirements and energy use efficiency; its effects on
local and regional energy supplies and energy resources; its requirements for additional
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energy supply capacity; its compliance with existing energy standards; and any
alternatives that could reduce wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of
energy (Cal. Code regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq., Appendix F).

The Warren-Alquist Act (Public Resources Code, § 25541) allows the Energy
Commission to exempt electric generating power plants with generating capacity of up
to 100 MW from the site certification process if it finds that the project construction and
operation will not have substantial adverse impacts on the environment or energy
resources. As illustrated below, MEGS will not have significant adverse impact on the
energy resources, and thus qualifies for this exemption from the energy resources
standpoint.

The inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy, in the form of non-renewable
fuels such as natural gas, constitutes an adverse environmental impact. “(Cal. Code
regs., tit. 14, § 15126.4(a)(1)), (Cal. Code regs., tit 14, § 15000 et seq., Appendix F).
An adverse impact can be considered significant if it results in:

adverse effects on local and regional energy supplies and energy resources;

a requirement for additional energy supply capacity;

noncompliance with existing energy standards; or

= —a —a _—a

the wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of fuel or energy.

ENERGY REQUIREMENTS

Any power plant large enough to fall under Energy Commission Siting jurisdiction will
consume large amounts of energy. Under normal conditions, the MEGS will burn
natural gas at a nominal rate up to 848 million Btu (MMBtu) per hour Lower Heating
Value (LHV) (MEGS 2003a, SPPE § 2.3). This is a substantial rate of energy
consumption, and holds the potential to impact energy supplies.

Under expected project conditions, electricity will be generated at a full load efficiency of
approximately 39.6 percent Lower Heating Value (LHV) with the combustion turbines
operating at full load (MEGS 2003a, SPPE § 7.1); compare this to the average fuel
efficiency of a typical utility company baseload power plant at approximately 35 percent
LHV.

The applicant has described its sources of supply of natural gas for the MEGS (MEGS
2003a, SPPE § 2.4). The project will burn natural gas delivered to the site by PG&E via
a new connection to PG&E’s main gas line 0.25 mile north of the project site (MEGS
2003a, SPPE § 2.4). The PG&E system is capable of delivering the required quantity of
gas to the MEGS. Furthermore, the PG&E gas supply infrastructure is extensive,
offering access to vast reserves of gas in Canada and the Southwest United States.
The applicant plans to provide gas supplies through a combination of firm gas contracts
as well as procuring additional supplies on the spot market. This source represents far
more gas than would be required for a project this size. It is therefore highly unlikely
that the MEGS could pose a substantial increase in demand for natural gas in
California.
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Natural gas fuel will be supplied to the project by a new 0.25 mile section of 8-inch
pipeline connected to PG&E’s existing main pipeline (MEGS 2003a, SPPE § 1.2).
There is no real likelihood that the MEGS will require the development of additional
energy supply capacity.

Compliance with Enerqy Standards

No standards apply to the efficiency of the MEGS.

Alternatives To Reduce Wasteful, Inefficient And Unnecessary Energy
Consumption

The MEGS could be deemed to create significant adverse impacts on energy resources
if alternatives existed that would reduce the project’s use of fuel. Evaluation of
alternatives to the project that could reduce wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary energy
consumption first requires examination of the project’s energy consumption. Project
fuel efficiency, and therefore its rate of energy consumption, is determined by the
configuration of the power producing system and by the selection of equipment used to
generate power.

PROJECT CONFIGURATION

The project objective is to generate peaking power to MID’s customers (MEGS 2003a,
SPPE § 1.2). The MEGS will be configured as two simple cycle power plants in parallel,
in which electricity is generated by two natural gas turbine generators (MEGS 2003a,
SPPE § 2.3). This configuration, with its short start-up time and fast ramping' capability,
is well suited to providing peaking power.

EQUIPMENT SELECTION

Modern gas turbines embody the most fossil-fuel-efficient electric generating technology
available today. The applicant will employ two General Electric LM6000 Sprint gas
turbine generators (MEGS 2003a, SPPE § 2.3). The LM6000 Sprint gas turbine to be
employed in the MEGS represents one of the most modern and efficient such machines
now available. The Sprint version of this machine is nominally rated at 48 MW and 39.6
percent efficiency LHV at ISO? conditions (GTW 2002). Alternative machines that can
meet the project’s objectives are the GTX100 and FT8 which, like the LM6000, are
aeroderivative machines, adapted from Alstom and Pratt & Whitney aircraft engines,
respectively.

The Alstom GTX100 gas turbine generator in a simple cycle configuration is nominally
rated at 43 MW and 37 percent LHV at ISO conditions (GTW 2002).

Another alternative is the Pratt & Whitney FT8 Twin Pac gas turbine generator in a
simple cycle configuration that is nominally rated at 51 MW and 38 percent LHV at ISO
conditions (GTW 2002).

! Ramping is increasing and decreasing electrical output to meet fluctuating load requirements.

2 International Standards Organization (ISO) standard conditions are 15°C (59°F), 60 percent relative humidity,
and one atmosphere of pressure (equivalent to sea level).
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Machine Generating Capacity (MW) ISO Efficiency (LHV)
GE LM6000 Sprint 48.1 39.6 %
ALstom GTX100 43.0 37.0 %
P & W FT8 Twin Pac 514 38.4 %

Source: GTW 2002

The LM6000 Sprint is further enhanced by the incorporation of spray intercooling (thus
the name, SPRay INTercooling). This takes advantage of the aeroderivative machine’s
two-stage compressor.® By spraying water into the airstream between the two
compressor stages, the partially compressed air is cooled, reducing the amount of work
that must be performed by the second stage compressor. This reduces the power
consumed by the compressor, yielding greater net power output and higher fuel
efficiency. The benefits in generating capacity and fuel efficiency increase with rising
ambient air temperatures. At temperatures above 90°F, the Sprint machine enjoys a
four percent increase in both power output and efficiency (GTW 2000).

The GE LM6000 Sprint turbine selected has a fuel efficiency of 39.6 percent LHV in a
simple cycle configuration at ISO conditions. The LM6000 Sprint offers spray
intercooling, a technology enhancement which is not featured in the Alstom GTX100
and P & W FT8 Twin Pac. This technology increases generating capacity without
consuming additional fuel. Any differences among the three in actual operating
efficiency will be relatively insignificant. Other factors such as generating capacity, cost,
and ability to meet air pollution limitations are some of the factors considered in
selecting the turbine model.

Efficiency of Alternatives To The Project

Alternative Generating Technologies

The applicant addresses alternative generating technologies in its application (MEGS
2003a, SPPE § 9.6.2). Fossil fuels, fuel cells, solar, wind, hydroelectric, geothermal,
ocean energy conversion, and biomass technologies are all considered. Given the
project objectives, location and air pollution control requirements, staff agrees with the
applicant that only natural gas-burning technologies are feasible at this time.

Natural Gas Burning Technologies

Fuel consumption is one of the most important economic factors in selecting an electric
generator; fuel typically accounts for over two-thirds of the total operating costs of a
fossil-fired power plant (Power 1994). In order to maintain reasonable costs to its
customers, where operating costs are critical in determining the economic efficiency of a
power plant, MID is strongly motivated to purchase fuel efficient machinery.

Capital cost is also important in selecting generating machinery. Recent progress in the
development of gas turbines, incorporating technological advances made in the
development of aircraft (jet) engines, combined with the cost advantages of assembly-
line manufacturing, has made available machines that not only offer the lowest available

® The larger industrial type gas turbines typically are single-shaft machines, with single-stage compressor and
turbine. Aeroderivatives are two-shaft (or, in some cases, three-shaft) machines, with two-stage (or three-
stage) compressors and turbines.
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fuel costs, but at the same time sell for the lowest per-kilowatt capital cost. Itis
therefore to be expected that MID has chosen one of the most efficient generating
technologies available.

Inlet Air Cooling

A further choice of alternatives involves the selection of gas turbine inlet air-cooling
methods.* The two commonly used techniques are the evaporative cooler or fogger,
and the chiller; both devices increase power output by cooling the gas turbine inlet air.
A mechanical chiller can offer greater power output than the evaporative cooler on hot,
humid days, but consumes electric power to operate its refrigeration process, thus
slightly reducing overall net power output and, thus, overall efficiency. An absorption
chiller uses less electric power, but necessitates the use of a substantial inventory of
ammonia. An evaporative cooler or a fogger boosts power output best on dry days; it
uses less electric power than a mechanical chiller, possibly yielding slightly higher
operating efficiency. The difference in efficiency among these techniques is relatively
insignificant.

MEGS proposes to employ electric chilling to cool the combustion turbine inlet air
(MEGS 2003a, SPPE §§ 2.3, 2.3.1). Given the climate at the project site and the
relative lack of clear superiority of one system over the other, staff agrees that the
applicant’s approach will yield no significant adverse energy impacts.

Conclusions on Efficiency of Alternatives

In conclusion, the project configuration (simple-cycle) and generating equipment
(LM6000 Sprint gas turbines) chosen appear to represent an effective means of
satisfying the project objectives. Short start-up time and fast ramping capability
associated with this configuration will serve the project in meeting its objective of
providing peaking power to MID’s customers. While operation of the MEGS represents
an adverse impact on energy resources, Energy Commission staff believes it does not
constitute a significant impact because the project’s maximum fuel consumption, 848
MMBtu per hour (LHV), is not a significant portion of natural gas supply to California.
There are no feasible alternatives that could significantly reduce energy consumption.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

There are no nearby power plant projects that hold the potential for cumulative energy
consumption impacts when aggregated with the project. Staff knows of no other
projects that could result in cumulative energy impacts.

Staff believes that construction and operation of the project will not bring about indirect
impacts, in the form of additional fuel consumption, that would not have occurred but for
the project. The older, less efficient power plants consume more natural gas to operate
than the new, more efficient plants such as the MEGS. The high efficiency of the
proposed MEGS should allow it to compete very favorably, running at a high capacity

‘A gas turbine’s power output decreases as ambient air temperatures rise. The LM6000 Sprint produces peak
power at 50°F; this peak output can be maintained in much hotter weather by cooling the inlet air.
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factor, replacing less efficient power generating plants, and therefore not impacting or
even reducing the cumulative amount of natural gas consumed for power generation.

CONCLUSIONS

The MEGS, if constructed and operated as proposed, would generate a nominal 95 MW
of electric power with the maximum overall project fuel efficiency of 39.6 percent LHV.
While it will consume substantial amounts of energy, the MEGS will do so in an efficient
manner. It will not create significant adverse effects on energy supplies or resources,
will not require additional sources of energy supply, and will not consume energy in a
wasteful or inefficient manner. No energy standards apply to the project. Staff
therefore concludes that the MEGS would present no significant adverse impacts upon
energy resources.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF EXEMPTION

No conditions of exemption are proposed.
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GEOLOGY, MINERAL RESOURCES, AND PALEONTOLOGY
Testimony of Patrick A. Pilling, Ph.D., P.E., G.E.

INTRODUCTION

In the geology, mineral resources, and paleontology section, staff discusses potential
impacts of the proposed Modesto Electric Generation Station (MEGS) project regarding
geologic hazards, geologic (including mineralogic), and paleontologic resources.
Energy Commission staff’s objective is to ensure that there will be no substantial
adverse impacts to significant geological and paleontological resources during project
construction, operation and closure. A brief geological and paleontological overview of
the project is provided. The section concludes with staff's proposed monitoring and
mitigation measures with respect to geologic hazards and geologic, mineralogic, and
paleontologic resources, with the inclusion of conditions of exemption.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

The applicable LORS are listed in the SPPE Application in Section 8.15.2 (MID, 2003a).
Staff has identified the following LORS for geologic hazards and resources, and
paleontologic resources, as useful as significance criteria for evaluating whether the
project as proposed will have a substantial adverse impact on the environment.

FEDERAL

The proposed MEGS is not located on federal land and does not involve any federal
actions, as such, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) does not apply to the
proposed project. In addition, there are no other federal LORS for geological hazards
and resources or grading that apply to the proposed project.

STATE AND LOCAL

The project shall be designed and constructed to the 2001 edition of the California
Building Standards Code (CBSC). The CBSC includes a series of standards that are
used in project investigation, design and construction (including grading and erosion
control).

PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS

The “Measures for Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Non-renewable
Paleontologic Resources: Standard Procedures” (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
[SVP], 1995) is a set of procedures and standards for assessing and mitigating impacts
to vertebrate paleontological resources. They were adopted in October 1995 by the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP), a national organization of professional
scientists.
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SETTING

The MEGS Project is a proposed 95 megawatt (MW) natural-gas-fired, simple-cycle
generating facility to be located in Ripon, California on an undeveloped parcel of land.
The proposed MEGS will be a peaking facility to supplement electric supply for MID.

MEGS will consist of:

T An 95 MW nominal, natural gas-fired, simple-cycle generating facility consisting of
two combustion turbines;

. Approximately “a-mile of new 69 kV sub-transmission line and fiber optic cable;
. Approximately “a-mile of new natural gas pipeline; and

' Water supply and wastewater tap lines into existing lines below Stockton Avenue.

SITE GEOLOGY

The proposed MEGS is located within the Great Valley geomorphic province near the
northern end of the San Joaquin Valley, California. This area within the Great Valley is
characterized by low alluvial plains and fans adjacent to the Sierra Nevada mountain
range to the east. Sediments present in the area are derived from streams draining the
Sierra Nevada. Major geologic units in the vicinity of the plant site and linears include
the Quaternary Modesto Formation and Holocene alluvial deposits (Wahrhaftig et al.,
1993; Higgins and Dupras, 1993; and Wagner et al., 1990). The Quaternary Modesto
Formation consists of gravel, sand, and silt that were deposited as a series of
coalescing alluvial fans originating in the Sierra Nevada. The Holocene alluvial deposits
consist of gravel, sand, silt, and clay from erosion of the Sierra Nevada. The Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), formerly the Soil Conservation Service
(SCS), has mapped the plant site as the Veritas fine sandy loam with a USCS
classification of a silty sand (SM) to silty, clayey sand (SC-SM) and cemented soils
below approximately 4-1/2 feet (McElhiney, 1992).

Geotechnical exploration at the plant site by the applicant generally encountered
variable and inter-bedded silty sand; silty, clayey sand; clayey silt; sandy silt; poorly
graded sand with silt, sandy clay; and silty clay (Kleinfelder, 2003). The fine-grained
soils, including clayey silt, sandy silt, sandy clay, and silty clay, were generally light
brown, brown, and gray brown; stiff to very stiff; and non-plastic or exhibited medium
plasticity. The coarse-grained soils, including silty sand; silty, clayey sand; and poorly
graded sand with silt, were generally classified as light brown, brown, and gray brown;
medium dense to dense; and non-plastic or exhibited low plasticity.

FAULTING AND SEISMICITY

Energy Commission staff reviewed the California Geological Survey (CGS) publication
“Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas with Locations and Ages of Recent
Volcanic Eruptions,” dated 1994 (Jennings, 1994), Geologic Map of California — San
Francisco-San Jose Quadrangle (Wagner et al., 1991), Alquist-Priolo Zones (CGS,
2000), the Simplified Fault Activity Map of California (Jennings and Saucedo, 2002), the
Database of Potential Sources for Earthquakes Larger than Magnitude 6 in Northern
California (USGS, 1996), and Maps of Known Active Fault Near-source Zones in
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California and Adjacent Parts of Nevada (International Conference of Building Officials
[ICBOQ], 1998). The project is located within Seismic Zone 3 as delineated on Figure 16-
2 of the CBSC.

No active or potentially active faults are known to cross the power plant footprint or the
sub-transmission line and pipeline linears. The closest known active (Holocene age)
fault is the Great Valley Thrust Fault System (Segment 7), approximately 15 miles west
of the plant site. This fault is a blind thrust (no surface expression) and is divided into a
number of segments. Segment 7 is the closest to the plant site; however, Segment 8 is
only 6 miles further to the southwest. Staff has calculated an estimated deterministic
peak horizontal ground acceleration for the plant site in the range of 0.2g. This estimate
is based upon a moment magnitude 6.7 earthquake on Segment 7 of the Great Valley
Thrust Fault. Other active faults within the vicinity of the site include the Greenville
Fault, Ortigalita Fault, and the Calaveras Fault. The CBSC designates a minimum
ground acceleration of 0.3g for the entire project. The closest pre-Holocene fault is
located approximately 9 miles to the west of the plant site (Jennings, 1994). Pre-
Holocene age faults are only considered potentially active.

On May 2, 2003, Staff visited the MEGS site and did not observe any evidence of
surface faulting. The potential of surface rupture on a fault at the plant site is
considered to be very low, since no active faults are known to have ruptured the ground
surface within the limits of the project site.

LIQUEFACTION, SUBSIDENCE, HYDROCOMPACTION, AND
EXPANSIVE SOILS

Liquefaction is a nearly complete loss of soil shear strength that can occur during an
earthquake. During the seismic event, cyclic shear stresses cause the development of
excessive pore water pressure between the soil grains, effectively reducing the internal
strength of the soil. This phenomenon is generally limited to unconsolidated, clean to
silty sand (up to 35 percent non-plastic fines) and very soft silts lying below the ground
water table. The higher the ground acceleration caused by a seismic event, the more
likely liquefaction is to occur. Severe liquefaction can result in catastrophic settlements
of overlying structural improvements and lateral spreading of the liquefied layer when
confined vertically but not horizontally. Exploration at the plant site by the applicant
generally encountered variable and inter-bedded silty sand; silty, clayey sand; clayey
silt; sandy silt; poorly graded sand with silt, sandy clay; and silty clay. The depth to
ground water ranged from approximately 23 feet to 24 feet below the existing ground
surface. Staff has evaluated liquefaction potential of the site soils based upon the
limited geotechnical data available in the SPPE application. The results or Staff's
analysis indicates there is a potential for liquefaction of thin, isolated layers of sand soils
present at depth below the proposed plant site. As a result, detailed examination of the
liquefaction potential of site soils, and associated structure foundation design, will need
to be performed and included in the final geotechnical report required by GEO-1. All
liquefaction analyses should be performed in accordance with GEO-1.

Dynamic compaction of soils results when relatively unconsolidated granular materials
experience vibration associated with seismic events or even large, vibrating machinery.
The vibration causes a decrease in soil volume, as the soil grains tend to rearrange into
a more dense state (an increase in soil density). The decrease in volume can result in
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settlement of overlying structural improvements. Since the portions of the site are
underlain by surficial, loose to medium dense, silty sands and poorly graded sand, there
is a moderate potential for dynamic compaction at the plant site; however, the potential
for such compaction to significantly impair proper functioning of the proposed facilities is
considered low as long as foundation preparation is performed in accordance with the
requirements of the project geotechnical report.

Partially saturated soils can possess bonds that are a result of chemical precipitates
that accumulate under semi-arid conditions. Such soluble compound bonds provide the
soils with cohesion and rigidity; however, these bonds can be destroyed upon wetting.
When destroyed, a substantial decrease in the material’s void ratio is experienced even
though the vertical pressure does not change. Materials that exhibit this decrease in
void ratio and corresponding decrease in volume with the addition of water are defined
as collapsible soils. Collapsible soils are typically limited to true loess, fine flash flood
deposits, clayey loose sands, loose sands cemented by soluble salts, and windblown
silts. Since the site is partially underlain by surficial, loose to medium dense silty sands
and poorly graded sand, the potential for hydrocompaction is low to moderate in the
surficial soils and low in other soils.

Ground subsidence is typically caused when ground water is drawn down by irrigation
activities or municipal wells, such that the effective unit weight of the soil mass is
increased, which in turn increases the effective stress on underlying soils, resulting in
consolidation/settlement of the underlying soils. Subsidence may also be caused by
regional tectonic processes. Typically, these forms of subsidence affect a large area.
Since the MEGS will obtain cooling water from the City of Ripon non-potable water
system, subsidence due to ground water withdrawal for the project is expected to result
in no foundation settlement that would impact the plant. The MEGS plant site is not
within a zone mapped by Bertoldi et al. (1991) as an area with ground subsidence
greater than one foot due to water level decline. As a consequence of the above
factors, subsidence is not expected to be of concern for this project.

Soil expansion occurs when clay-rich soils, with an affinity for water, exist in-place at a
moisture content below their plastic limit. The addition of moisture from irrigation,
capillary tension, water line breaks, etc. causes the clay soils to collect water molecules
in their structure, which, in turn, causes an increase in the overall volume of the soil.
This increase in volume can correspond to movement of overlying structural
improvements. As reported in the boring logs, the site generally is underlain by variable
and inter-bedded silty sand; silty, clayey sand; clayey silt; sandy silt; poorly graded sand
with silt, sandy clay; and silty clay soils (Kleinfelder, 2003). A low to medium potential
for expansion may be present in the clay soils given the limited geotechnical testing
data available; however, the potential for such expansion to significantly impair proper
functioning of the proposed facilities is considered low as long as foundation preparation
is performed in accordance with the requirements of the project geotechnical report.

LANDSLIDES

Landslide potential at the MEGS plant site is negligible since the project is located on an
alluvial plain that is essentially flat and there are no slopes adjacent to the site.
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TSUNAMIS AND SEICHES

Tsunamis and seiches are earthquake-induced waves, which inundate low-lying areas
adjacent to large bodies of water. The proposed MEGS plant site is situated
approximately 68 feet above mean sea level. The San Francisco Bay and San
Joaquin/Sacramento River Delta are located approximately 30 miles to the northwest of
the site. No other large bodies of water are present near the plant site or associated
linear facilities. As a result, the potential for tsunamis and seiches to affect the site is
negligible.

GEOLOGICAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Energy Commission staff have reviewed applicable geologic maps and reports for this
area (Kohler, 2002; Larose et al., 1999; Jensen and Silva, 1988; Higgins and Dupras,
1993; DOGGR, 1982; and Tooker and Beeby, 1990). Based on this information and the
information contained in the SPPE (MID, 2003), there are no known mineralogic
resources located at or immediately adjacent to the proposed MEGS plant site, with the
exception of the potential for aggregate production adjacent to the Stanislaus River
(Jensen and Silva, 1988).

The applicant’s consultant conducted a paleontologic resources field survey and a
sensitivity analysis for the proposed MEGS and the proposed linear facility
improvements to support the MEGS. No significant fossil localities were identified at the
MEGS site or directly under the associated linear facilities; however, ichnofossils (trace
fossils, such as burrows or root casts) were found within “4-mile southeast of the plant
site. Near-surface geologic units, including the Modesto Formation, were assigned a
“high” sensitivity rating with respect to potentially containing paleontological resources.
Paleontologic sites, serve as indicators in the sedimentary unit or formation in which
they are found. As such, the Modesto Formation is considered fossiliferous and has a
rating of high sensitivity for the potential occurrence of fossils in that unit. Based on the
recommendations in the guidelines provided by the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology
(SVP), if an area is determined to have a high potential for containing paleontologic
resources, a program for mitigation is developed. Staff contacted the University of
California, Berkeley, Museum of Paleontology (UCMP) for a literature review and a
check of the Regional Paleontologic Locality Inventory (RPLI). In an e-mail dated June
18, 2003, UCMP verified that to date, no known paleontological resources have been
identified at the plant site or along associated linear facilities; however, fossils were
found in similar geologic units (Modesto Formation) approximately 1 mile south of the
plant site near Salida. Based on a review of available information and since the
geologic unit’s exhibit a “high” sensitivity with respect to potential paleonotologic
resources, staff concludes that the proposed MEGS project has high potential to expose
significant paleontologic resources during ground disturbance activities and, therefore,
requires a mitigation plan.
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IMPACTS

Following is the Environmental Checklist that identifies potential impacts in this issue
area. Below the checklist is a discussion of each impact, and an explanation of the
impact conclusion.

Potentially Less than

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST  Significant ~ S9nificant  Lessthan ot

Impact with Significant
P Mitigation

GEOLOGY - Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or
death involving

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?

ii) Seismic-related ground failure, including X
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

x

b) Result in substantial soil erosion?

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, X
or that would become unstable as a result of the
project, and potentailly result in on- or off-site lanslide,
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse
the loss of topsoil?

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18- X
1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating
substantial risks to life or property?

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the X
use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the
disposal of waste water?

MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral X
resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important X
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?
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DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Geology and Soils

A. Risk of Loss, Injury, or Death from Geologic Hazards

. Rupture of Known Earthquake Fault

The proposed MEGS plant site and related linear facilities are not located on an
active fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist.

ll. Strong Seismic Ground Shaking: Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated

The MEGS project will be designed and constructed to conform to the CBSC
(2001) requirements for Seismic Zone 3 and a horizontal peak ground
acceleration value of up to 0.3g. Following CBSC requirements will mitigate this
impact by requiring the Applicant to follow the specific recommendations of the
CBSC and prepare the soils engineering report.

lll. Seismic Ground Failure or Liquefaction: Less than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

The variable nature of the sandy soils and moderate ground water levels indicate
some potential for liquefaction and dynamic compaction based upon the limited
geotechnical data available. The final soils engineering report and the
liquefaction analysis required by CBSC guidelines should provide liquefaction
potential calculations to accurately determine liquefaction potential.

IV. Landslides
Since the project facilities are located on a relatively flat alluvial plain, landslide
potential is not a potential impact.
B. Soil Erosion
Soils have low susceptibility to erosion and construction activities will employ soil
erosion mitigation measures.
C. Unstable Soils
The project facilities are not located on a geologic unit that is unstable or would
become unstable as a result of the project.
D. Expansive Soils: Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

The soils present at the MEGS site have been classified as having non-plastic to
medium plasticity, given the limited geotechnical testing available. Any non-suitable
soil would be removed during foundation and trenching activities and replaced with
suitable engineered fill. CBSC guidelines require the preparation of a soils
engineering report which will provide detailed information about the site’s soils. If
needed, engineering mitigation measures would be proposed to mitigate any soils
impacts, however, this is not expected to be a significant issue.
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E. Wastewater

The MEGS project would discharge wastewater to the City of Ripon sanitary and
stormwater system. Additional information about wastewater can be found in the
Hydrology and Water Quality section of this report.

Mineral Resources

A. Loss of Mineral Resources

There are no known geological or mineralogical resources located at or immediately
adjacent to the proposed MEGS plant site or the linear facilities, except for the
potential of aggregate resources adjacent to the Stanislaus River. Construction of
the MEGS project will not affect aggregate resources.

B. Loss of Identified Mineral Resource Recovery Sites

There are no known geological or mineralogical resources located at or immediately
adjacent to the proposed MEGS plant site or the linear facilities, except for the
potential of aggregate resources adjacent to the Stanislaus River. Construction of
the MEGS project will not affect aggregate resources.

Paleontology

A. Destruction of Paleontological Resource or Geologic Feature: Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Incorporated

Based upon the literature and archives search, field surveys, and the preliminary
geotechnical investigation for the project, the Applicant has proposed monitoring and
mitigation measures to be followed during the construction of the plant and
associated linear facilities. Energy Commission staff agrees with the Applicant that
the scientific value of any vertebrate fossils encountered during construction of the
plant and related features will be recovered with the implemented mitigation plan.
Implementation of these measures will ensure that any paleontological resources will
be properly recovered and curated per the guidelines of the Society of Vertebrate
Paleontology (SVP).

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The MEGS site lies in an area that exhibits moderate geologic hazards and no known
geologic or mineralogic resources at the plant site or linear facilities. Based on this
information and the proposed mitigation of potential project specific impacts, it is staff’s
opinion that the potential for significant adverse cumulative impacts to the project from
geologic hazards, and to potential geologic, mineralogic, and paleontologic resources
from the proposed project, is low.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The applicant’s proposed monitoring scheme will ensure no substantial adverse impact
to geological hazards and geological and paleontological resources for the project.
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Certification of Completion of Worker
Environmental Awareness Program
Modesto Irrigation District’s Electric Generation Station (03-SPPE-1)

This is to certify these individuals have completed a mandatory Worker Environmental
Awareness Program (WEAP). The WEAP includes pertinent information on Cultural,
Paleontology and Biological Resources for all personnel (i.e. construction supervisors,
crews and plant operators) working on-site or at related facilities. By signing below, the
participant indicates that they understand and shall abide by the guidelines set forth in the
Program materials. Include this completed form in the Monthly Compliance Report.

Employee Name Company Signature

2
)

O|®|N OV B W N =

28.
Cul Trainer: Signature: Date: I

Paleo Trainer: Signature: Date: I/

Bio Trainer: Signature: Date: [
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT
Testimony of Geoff Lesh, P.E. and Rick Tyler

INTRODUCTION

This section provides a discussion of staff’'s evaluation of the potential impacts of the
proposed MEGS associated with the handling of hazardous materials. Energy
Commission staff's objective is to ensure that there will be no significant adverse
impacts attributed to materials use or hazardous conditions during project construction,
operation and closure. Energy Commission staff has determined that all CEQA
checklist items for hazardous materials are either “less than significant impact” or “no
impact.” A brief hazards and hazardous materials overview of the project is provided,
as are comments regarding selected CEQA checklist items with respect to hazards and
hazardous materials. The section concludes with the staff’'s proposed monitoring and
mitigation measures with respect to hazards and hazardous materials, with the inclusion
of three Conditions of Exemption.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS (LORS)

A framework, based on environmental laws, ordinances, regulations and standards
(LORS), exists to reduce risks of accidents and reduce routine hazards. The following
federal, state, and local laws generally apply to the protection of public health and the
environment. Their provisions have established the basis for staff's determination
regarding the significance and acceptability of the MEGS Project.

FEDERAL

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986

The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (Pub. L. 99 - 499,
§301,100 Stat. 1614 [1986]), also known as SARA Title 1ll, and Clean Air Act (CAA) of
1990 (42 U.S.C. §7401 et seq. as amended), established a nationwide emergency
planning and response program, and imposed reporting requirements for businesses
which store, handle, or produce significant quantities of extremely hazardous materials.
Section 112(F) of the CAA, 42 U.S.C. §7412(F) requires the states to implement a
comprehensive system to inform local agencies and the public when a significant
quantity of such materials is stored or handled at a facility through preparation of Risk
Management Plans. These requirements of the CAA are reflected in the California
Health and Safety Code, section 25531 et seq.

STATE

California Health and Safety Code, Section 25534 and 25535.1

The California Health and Safety Code, sections 25534 and 25535.1, direct owners of a
stationary source, as defined in 40 C.F.R. §68.3, who store or handle acutely hazardous
materials in reportable quantities, to develop a Risk Management Plan (RMP) and to
submit it to appropriate local authorities, the United States Environmental Protection
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Agency (USEPA), and the designated local administering agency for review and
approval. The plan must include an evaluation of the potential impacts associated with
an accidental release, the likelihood of an accidental release occurring, the magnitude
of potential human exposure, any pre-existing evaluations or studies of the material, the
likelihood of the substance being handled in the manner indicated, and the accident
history of the material. San Joaquin County Department of Environmental Resources is
the local administering agency to determine the requirement for an RMP.

California Health and Safety Code, Section 41700

California Health and Safety Code, section 41700, requires that “No person shall
discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other
material which causes injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable
number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or
safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to
cause injury or damage to business or property.”

California Government Code, Section 65850.2

California Government Code, section 65850.2, restricts the issuance of an occupancy
permit to any new facility involving the handling of acutely hazardous materials until the
facility has submitted an RMP to the administering agency with jurisdiction over the
facility. San Joaquin County Department of Environmental Resources is the local
administering agency.

LOCAL

Uniform Fire Code

The Uniform Fire Code (UFC, 1997) contains provisions regarding the storage and
handling of hazardous materials. These provisions are contained in Articles 79 and 80.
These articles contain minimum setback requirements for the outdoor storage of
ammonia.

California Building Code

The California Building Code also contains requirements regarding the storage and
handling of hazardous materials. The Chief Building Official must inspect and verify
compliance with these requirements prior to issuance of an occupancy permit.

SETTING

The proposed MEGS project site is on the corner of South Stockton Avenue and Doak
Boulevard, in south central Ripon. The MEGS facility will occupy a total of
approximately eight acres. The plant would occupy approximately six acres near the
northern side of the site. An additional two acres would be needed for primary and
emergency access to the plant and transmission lines. The project site is immediately
adjacent to industrial properties. Currently, the proposed project site is undeveloped.
Existing uses with the immediate area of the project site include industrial uses.
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The primary fuel source for the MEGS Project is natural gas. Selective Catalytic
Reduction (SCR) is to be used to reduce nitrogen oxide (NOy) emissions from the
combustion of natural gas in the combustion turbine. Aqueous ammonia will be used in
the SCR process to convert the NOy into nitrogen and water vapor, requiring the
installation of one above-ground storage tank for aqueous ammonia. A number of other
hazardous chemicals will also be used at the new MEGS facility in small quantities.

Proposed safeguards and measures to greatly reduce the opportunity for, or the extent
of, exposure to hazardous materials or other hazards would be put in place.

IMPACTS

Following is the Environmental Checklist that identifies potential impacts in this issue
area. Below the checklist is a discussion of each impact, and an explanation of the
impact conclusion.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would the proje

ct:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine
transport or use of hazardous materials?

X

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter
mile of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the
environment?

e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety
hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

h) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent
to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

The basis for the impact determinations in the checklist is discussed below.

A. Transport or Use of Hazardous Materials

A variety of hazardous materials are proposed for storage and use during the
construction of the project and for routine plant operation and maintenance. A list of
the hazardous materials to be used during operation of the facility is included in
Table 8.12-2 of supplement “A” to the SPPE ZLD amendment to the SPPE
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application (MID2003z). One of these materials, aqueous ammonia, in addition to
natural gas, are addressed below.

The hazard characteristics of ammonia and natural gas and their proposed use in
substantial amounts during the operation of the plant pose the principal risk of
off-site impacts. The potential threats from the other hazardous materials are not as
significant as they are to be stored, handled or used for routine purposes in relatively
smaller quantities at the facility and also have lower toxicity and/or environmental
mobilities.

Aqueous Ammonia

Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) is proposed to reduce nitrogen oxide (NOy)
emissions to meet the plant’s air quality permit requirements. Aqueous ammonia reacts
with a catalyst to convert the NOy into inert water vapor and nitrogen in the SCR
process. The aqueous ammonia proposed for use is a solution of 29% ammonia and
71% water. Solutions containing more than 20% ammonia are considered regulated
materials exceeding reportable quantities defined in the California Health & Safety Code
section 25532(j). The proposed use of aqueous ammonia significantly reduces the risks
that would otherwise be associated with use of the more hazardous anhydrous form of
ammonia. The aqueous form eliminates the high internal energy associated with the
more lethal anhydrous form, which is stored as a liquefied gas at elevated pressure.
The high internal energy associated with the anhydrous form of ammonia can act as a
driving force in an accidental release that can rapidly introduce large quantities of the
material to the ambient air, where it can be transported in the atmosphere and result in
high down-wind concentrations. Spills associated with the aqueous form are also much
easier to contain than those associated with the anhydrous form. In addition, relatively
slow mass transfer from the free surface of the spilled aqueous solution limits emissions
from a spill of aqueous ammonia.

Aqueous ammonia is typically transported and handled safely and without incident.
However, mishandling can result in impacts on public health, particularly during transfer
from a delivery vehicle to a storage tank. It is during this transfer operation that the
greatest risk of an accidental spill and release could occur. Thus, measures to prevent
accidental releases and mixing with incompatible materials during transfer are
extremely important and will be required as part of a Safety Management Plan for
delivery of aqueous ammonia (see Condition of Exemption HAZ-3).

A significant number of modern power plants routinely use aqueous ammonia and the
Energy Commission has licensed many such plants. Much of the risks associated with
using ammonia are already reduced through MID’s proposed use of the aqueous form
of ammonia. Project compliance with LORS and staff's Conditions of Exemption make
it unlikely that the use of aqueous ammonia will result in a significant threat to public
health and the environment.

The transportation of hazardous materials including aqueous ammonia, particularly on
California freeways, is routinely regulated and controlled by various federal and state
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards as discussed in the section titled Traffic
and Transportation. There are a number of transportation accident studies that support
the fact that such incidents and corresponding chances are highly dependent on the
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type of roadway and surroundings. It has been reported that the truck accident
frequency for all types of trucks, not exclusively for trucks transporting hazardous
materials, is highest for an undivided multilane road at 5.44 accidents per million miles
compared to 0.93 accidents per million miles for a freeway in rural California (Davies et.
al., 1992). Staff considers the area in which Ripon is located is considered to be rural.

A recent study went even further by concluding that releases of hazardous materials on
freeways rarely play a role in deaths or injuries (FMCSA, 2000). It is therefore
reasonable to say that the likelihood of an accident involving a release of ammonia is
probably higher on local roads than on freeways. This is supported in a report that
observed that accident rates in general are typically much higher for two-lane rural
roads compared to multilane highways (USDOT, 1998).

Staff has evaluated available routes for shipment of hazardous materials to the facility
and concludes that the risk to the public from transportation of agueous ammonia is less
than significant with mitigation incorporated. Most of the transportation route is on State
Route (SR) 99. Because the facility is located less than 1 mile from SR 99 it is very
unlikely that a serious release would occur in the project area.

Staff therefore concludes that any potential adverse impacts from the transport of
agueous ammonia can be easily limited to a level of insignificance through the
Applicant’s conformance to applicable standards and laws, reinforced by staff’s
proposed Conditions of Exemption.

Natural Gas

The primary fuel source for the proposed project is natural gas. Natural gas poses a fire
and/or explosion risk as a result of its flammability. While natural gas will be used in
significant quantities, it will not be stored on-site. The risk of a fire and/or explosion
from natural gas can be reduced to insignificant levels through adherence to applicable
codes and the development and implementation of effective safety management
practices. The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Code 85A requires: 1) the
use of double block and bleed valves for gas shut-off; 2) automated combustion
controls; and 3) burner management systems (NFPA 1987). These measures will
significantly reduce the likelihood of an explosion in gas-fired equipment. Additionally,
start-up procedures will require air purging of the gas turbines prior to start-up, thus
precluding the presence of an explosive mixture.

The facility will also require the installation of 0.25 mile of new natural gas pipeline that
could result in accidental release of natural gas. In order to detect an accidental release
of natural gas, both PG&E's main pipeline and the gas in the proposed pipeline will be
odorized. PG&E will prepare an operations and maintenance plan that addresses both
normal procedures and conditions, and any upset or abnormal conditions that could
occur. The pipeline segments will be under a continuous cathodic protection system
and PG&E will perform periodic cathodic protection surveys. There will be markers to
identify the pipeline locations, as well as a posting of the toll-free number to call prior to
any excavation that may occur around the pipeline
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The proposed new pipeline segment will be designed, constructed, and operated in
accordance with national safety codes and the safety standards for new gas pipelines
stated in the California Public Utility Commission's General Order (G.O.) 112-E.

It is staff’s belief that design and operation of these pipelines in accordance with
applicable standards will result in an insignificant risk of impact to the public as a result
accidental release of natural gas from the new pipelines.

B. Accidental Release of Hazardous Materials

Aqueous ammonia is being proposed for use in controlling NO, emissions created
during the combustion of natural gas at the facility. As stated in section A) above,
the preparation of an Aqueous Ammonia Safety Management Plan will address
potential impacts which may occur during the transfer of aqueous ammonia from the
delivery vehicle to the storage tank.

Compliance with applicable LORS, existing safeguards, and staff's Conditions of
Exemption will greatly reduce the opportunity for, or extent of, exposure to ammonia
vapors by the public.

C. Emission or Handling Hazardous Substances Near a School

There are no known schools within a % mile radius of proposed project.

D. Site Listed as Hazardous

The MEGS project is not located on a hazardous waste site.

E. Airport Hazard Area

The MEGS project is not located within an airport use plan.

F. Private Airstrip Hazard Area

There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the project. Therefore, there are no
impacts anticipated to a private airstrip.

G. Impair Emergency Response Plan

It appears that the construction and operation of the project would improve upon the
reliability of the local power system and therefore benefit the local emergency
response capabilities. No interference with emergency response plans or
emergency evacuation plans is anticipated.

H. Exposure to Wildland Fires

The proposed site would be mostly paved and hence clear of substantial vegetation.
The immediate area around the site could be landscaped with limited brush, shrubs,
or trees and maintained and irrigated so as not to colonize the site.

Fire hazard from vegetation is not a concern since any landscaped trees, brush, or
grass surrounding the MEGS site would be maintained and irrigated on a regular
basis.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Although the presence of the MEGS facility will increase the amounts of hazardous
materials in the local project area, the quantities present and mitigating measures
proposed will result in no expected significant cumulative impacts.

CONCLUSIONS

By incorporating the appropriate Conditions of Exemption, the routine transport to and
use of hazardous materials at the MEGS project site will not result in significant impacts
to the public or the environment.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF EXEMPTION

HAZ-1 The project owner shall direct all vendors delivering aqueous ammonia to the
site to use only tanker truck transport vehicles, which meet or exceed the
specifications of DOT Code MC-307.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to receipt of agueous ammonia onsite, the
project owner shall submit copies of the notification letter to supply vendors indicating
the transport vehicle specifications to the CPM for review and approval.

HAZ-2 The project owner shall not use any hazardous material in reportable quantities,
as specified in Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, section 355.50, not listed
included in Table 8.12-2 of supplement “A” to the SPPE ZLD amendment to the
SPPE application (MID2003z), unless approved in advance by the CPM.

Verification:  The project owner shall provide to the CPM, in the Annual Compliance
Report, a list of hazardous materials contained at the facility in reportable quantities.

HAZ-3 The project owner shall develop and implement a Safety Management Plan for
delivery of aqueous ammonia and submit the plan to the CPM for review and
approval. The plan shall include procedures, protective equipment
requirements, training and a checklist. It shall also include a section describing
all measures to be implemented to prevent mixing of aqueous ammonia with
incompatible hazardous materials.

Verification: At least sixty days prior to the delivery of aqueous ammonia to be used
at the facility, the project owner shall provide a safety management plan as described
above to the CPM for review and approval.
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Testimony of Mike Krolak

INTRODUCTION

This analysis examines water resources issues related to the proposed Modesto
Electric Generating Station (MEGS) project. The purpose of staff's analysis is to
determine whether potential impacts from the project as proposed, are substantial and
adverse to water resources. An evaluation of relevant laws, ordinances, regulations,
and standards (LORS) has been included to assist in Staff's analysis. All potentially
substantial impacts are evaluated and summarized in respect to significance thresholds
established in the CEQA Environmental Checklist. The proposed MEGS project
specifically involves the following topics:

' How the project’s water demand affects the City of Ripon’s water supplies;

" Whether construction or operation will lead to significant wind or water erosion and
sedimentation; and

' Whether project construction or operation will lead to degradation of surface or
groundwater quality.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)

Staff is charged with evaluating whether the project as proposed has a substantial
adverse impact on the environment or public health and safety. Staff has identified the
following LORS as useful as additional significance criteria for evaluating whether the
project as proposed will have a substantial adverse impact on water resources.

STATE

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1967, Water Code Section 13000 et
seq., requires the State Water Resources Control Board and the nine regional
RWQCBs to adopt water quality criteria to protect the State’s waters. These criteria
include the identification of beneficial uses, narrative and numerical water quality
standards, and implementation procedures. The criteria for the MEGS project area are
contained in the Central Valley Region Water Quality Control Plan. This plan sets
numerical and/or narrative water quality standards controlling the discharge of wastes to
the State’s waters. These standards are applied through the issuance of Waste
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) by the RWQCB.

The SWRCB has also adopted a number of policies that provide guidelines for water
quality protection. The principal policy of the State Board, which addresses the specific
siting of energy facilities, is the Water Quality Control Policy on the Use and Disposal of
Inland Waters Used for Power Plant Cooling (adopted by the Board on June 19, 1976
by Resolution 75-58). This policy states that use of fresh inland waters should only be
used for power plant cooling if other sources or other methods of cooling would be
environmentally undesirable or economically unsound. This SWRCB policy requires
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that power plant cooling water should come from (in order of priority): wastewater being
discharged to the ocean, ocean water, brackish water from natural sources or irrigation
return flow, inland waste waters of low total dissolved solids, and other inland waters.
This policy goes on to address cooling water discharge prohibitions. Resolution 75-58
is not administered through a permitting process by the State Water Resources Control
Board.

The Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986
(Proposition 65)

The Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (Health and Safety Code
Section 25249.5 et seq.), prohibits the discharge or release of chemicals known to
cause cancer or reproductive toxicity into drinking water sources.

LOCAL

City of Ripon Ordinances

Ordinance 13.04 requires facilities to apply for a water service permit in order to be
connected to the city water service system.

Ordinance 13.05 lays out City of Ripon policy to use non-potable water wherever
possible to conserve potable water supplies.

Ordinance 13.08 concerns connections to the City sewer system. This ordinance
requires facilities to apply for the necessary permits prior to discharge to these facilities.

SETTING

The MEGS project would occupy eight acres within a 12.25-acre parcel in the City of
Ripon. The project would be a peaking facility consisting of two combustion turbine
generators to be integrated into MID’s system. After construction, the additional 4.25
acres would be used for laydown and parking during construction, and would be
available for other uses following construction.

GROUNDWATER

The project is underlain by the East San Joaquin Groundwater Basin. This basin is
bounded by the Stanislaus River to the south, beyond which lies the Modesto
groundwater basin. A cone of depression occurs in central Modesto, approximately 8.5
miles to the southeast, and another occurs west of Stockton, 17 miles to the north,
however, local ground water at the MEGS site is virtually unaffected by these two cones
of depression (MID2003a). Depth to ground water in the project area is approximately
20-40 feet, and ground water flows in a southwesterly direction.

The regional groundwater is contained in three primary fresh-water bearing formations:
the Mehrten, Laguna, and Victor Formations. The Mehrten Formation is the oldest
water bearing unit east of the San Joaquin River (MID2003l), located at depths of
approximately 800 to 1,000 feet below ground surface (bgs). The Laguna Formation
overlays the Mehrten and is generally unconfined.
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The Victor Formation is the youngest of the three, consisting of gravel, sand, silt, and
clay. This formation is the primary source of local ground water. The City of Ripon
wells are drilled as deep as 462 feet bgs, and the intervals at which these wells are
screened varies from 80 to 452 feet bgs (MID2003I).

As of 1998, the City of Ripon operated seven wells with a capacity of 5,750 gallons per
minute (gpm), which could service up to 4,500 connections (MID2003a).

City of Ripon’s Non-potable Water System

In order to maximize available potable water resources, the City of Ripon is currently
developing a non-potable water system to meet industrial water demands within its
service area. This system will utilize shallow wells that no longer meet the Primary
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) for nitrate in drinking water, while deeper wells
have been developed to supply potable water to City customers. Three primary non-
potable wells will be associated with the system: MW-5, MW-6, and MW-11; however,
due to concerns regarding local ground water remediation activities, MW-6 is not
expected to be used at this time. MW-11 is slated to supply the system upon its
inception, with MW-5 to be added as soon as electrical connections are made.

MW-11 has a capacity of 750 gpm, and MW-5 has a capacity of 1000 gpm, for a non-
potable total of 1,750 gpm when fully operating.

Ground Water Contamination

The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is currently
supervising ground water remediation measures on three wells near the Nestlé facility,
located within a half-mile of the MEGS project (DTSC2003a). The Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) and the RWQCB have concerns whether operation of MW-
6, the City of Ripon non-potable well closest to the remediation site, could alter localized
ground water flow regimes, therefore disrupting the cleanup efforts. Matt Machado, the
City Engineer for Ripon, has stated that the City has no plans to use MW-6 at this time
(Machado2003).

SURFACE WATER

There are no surface water bodies on or immediately adjacent to the MEGS project site.
The nearest surface water feature to the MEGS site is the Stanislaus River, located
approximately 0.5 miles south of the project. The River is used for agricultural supply,
and has been identified as a potential municipal source in the RWQCB Basin Plan
(CVRWQCB1994).

The mapped FEMA floodplain for the Stanislaus River is shown in Figure 8-13.2 of the
SPPE application. Neither the MEGS project area nor associated project linears are
within the estimated 100-year flood zone.

WATER SUPPLY AND USE

The proposed MEGS project would use water from the City of Ripon’s non-potable water
system for cooling and process water demands, while domestic/sanitary water needs
would be met from the City’s potable water supply. The demand for the project during
peak operating conditions would total approximately 167 gpm.
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The project would be supplied by the non-potable water system via a pipeline currently
under construction that will run parallel to Stockton Avenue, directly east of the project.
Similarly, the project would tie into the potable water supply by connecting to the
existing supply line that currently runs directly under Stockton Avenue. The linears
required for these connections would not extend more than 30 feet from the project site
to the respective pipeline, and excavation activities for these pipelines, if licensed, are
anticipated to occur prior to the City paving South Stockton Avenue (MID2003a). The
non-potable system upgrades are expected to be completed in the fall of 2003, and
therefore would most likely be in place prior to operation of the MEGS project if
licensed.

The project is expected to be supplied by well MW-11 (MID2003l) upon commencement
of operation. However, well MW-5 will likely provide some amount of supply once it is
connected to the non-potable system since the project will connect to the non-potable
system rather than individual wells.

As originally proposed, the MEGS project would require an average of 122 gpm of non-
potable supply with a peak demand of 244 gpm. However, the project has since been
amended to include a zero liquid discharge (ZLD) system. This system will allow for
recycling of waste streams for reuse within the facility, which will result in lower non-
potable water demands of 83 gpm average and 167 gpm peak.

The City of Ripon has agreed to serve the MEGS project. The “Will Serve” letter from
the City of Ripon is included in Appendix 8.13A of the SPPE application. The non-
potable system will have a capacity of 750 gpm with MW-11 active, which will easily
supply the 167 gpm required during peak conditions. When MW-5 is connected to the
system, the capacity will increase to 1,750 gpm, meaning that during maximum summer
conditions the project will require just under 10% of the system’s capacity.

SWRCB Resolution 75-58 requires that power plant cooling water should come from (in
order of priority): wastewater being discharged to the ocean, ocean water, brackish
water from natural sources or irrigation return flow, inland waste waters of low total
dissolved solids, or other inland waters.

Such water supply alternatives were evaluated for the proposed project (MID2003a,
Section 9) but were considered infeasible. Ocean water and wastewater discharges to
the ocean are locally unavailable. Irrigation return flows are only available
approximately eight months out of the year, and are of poorer quality which would
require more water volume, treatment, and cycles of concentration to be usable for the
proposed project. Adequate quantities of treated wastewater are not readily available.
In addition, the City of Ripon does not produce wastewater treated to standards that
allow its use in cooling towers, which would require additional pipelines and treatment
measures.

The project’s use of non-potable water allows local potable water resources to be used
for drinking water and other domestic uses. Use of non-potable water for non-potable
uses is consistent with State LORS.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 9-4 August 2003



WASTEWATER DISCHARGE

Process Wastewater

Initially, the project proposed to discharge wastewater to the City of Ripon’s wastewater
system. However, a May 9, 2003 letter from the RWQCB to the applicant
(CVRWQCB2003) stated the RWQCB’s concern with that method of discharge.

The letter explained that the project’s discharge would contain Total Dissolved Solids
(TDS) concentrations of 891 mg/L, which would increase the concentration of TDS
currently being discharged to the City’s percolation/evaporation ponds. The
concentration of nitrate that the project would discharge to the ponds would average
approximately 264 mg/L. Ground water monitoring had just begun in the city and the
RWQCB had discovered that local ground water had already been impacted by high
levels of TDS and nitrate, and therefore any additional inputs of these constituents could
potentially degrade local ground water further. The RWQCB staff would require a
Report of Waste Discharge in order to permit the discharge to Ripon’s ponds. This
process would lead to the development of Waste Discharge Requirements, which could
require extensive monitoring.

To address these concerns, the applicant has opted to install a zero liquid discharge
(ZLD) system. The ZLD system will eliminate the wastewater discharge of the project.
The applicant has proposed three options for waste discharge, included in Soil & Water
Resources Table 1 below.

Soil & Water Resources Table 1
Proposed ZLD Options

Option Conceptual Description Final Waste Product
1 Brine Concentrator/Spray Dryer Dry Solid
2 Reverse Osmosis/Crystallizer Highly Concentrated Liquid
3 Rev. Osmosis/Crystallizer/Filter Press Damp Salt Cake

The applicant considers Option 1 the worst-case due to higher chemical use, generation of
more waste, increased air emissions, and larger structures. Under this case, process
wastewater would be routed to a 250,000 gallon wastewater storage tank. From there the
wastewater would be sent to the brine concentrator/spray dryer, the final product resulting
in a dry solid.

Option 2 uses a water softener to remove hardness and alkalinity in the wastewater prior
to sending it to the reverse osmosis (RO) system. This setup reduces the amount of water
that will be rejected form the RO system, which allows more water to be reused in the
plant, and also reduces the amount of wastewater sent to the crystallizer. The crystallizer
would produce a highly concentrated brine waste, which would be trucked off-site for
treatment and disposal.

Option 3 is similar to Option 2, except that the highly concentrated brine waste is then sent
to a filter press, resulting in a damp salt cake. Water recovered from the filter press is
returned to the crystallizer for processing.
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The final specifications of the ZLD system have not been determined by the applicant at
this time. In the cases of Option 1 and 3, the solid or cake will be disposed of at an
appropriately licensed landfill, and if Option 2 is selected, the highly concentrated waste
will be required to be stored on-site with adequate secondary containment until it is trucked
off-site to an appropriately licensed facility. In all cases, however, the wastewater
discharge concerns are eliminated as there will no longer be a potential for ground or
surface water contamination from process wastewater discharge during standard
operating conditions.

Other Waste Streams

While process waste is the primary wastewater stream associated with the project,
other discharges include domestic/sanitary waste, and stormwater.

The domestic waste will consist of extremely low volumes, approximately 1,000 gallons
per month. This waste will be discharged to the City of Ripon’s sewer system.

Stormwater from the project site will be routed to the City of Ripon stormwater system.
The system includes an evaporation/percolation basin with a capacity of approximately 35
acre-feet, designed for a 10-year storm event (MID2003I). The system discharges to the
Stanislaus River through a 54-inch outfall when necessary, a discharge covered by an
NPDES Phase Il permit through the RWQCB. Stormwater from equipment areas will be
routed to an oil-water separator prior to discharge to the City’s system.

IMPACTS

The Environmental Checklist below identifies impacts in the Hydrology and Water
Quality issue area that could potentially result from the MEGS project. A discussion of
each impact and an explanation of the impact conclusion follows the checklist.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY -- Would

the project:

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses
for which permits have been granted)?

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-
site?

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-site?

e) Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff?

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood
Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate
Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures which would impede or redirect
flood flows?

i) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

A. Violation of Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements: No

Impact

As originally proposed, the discharge from the project, which contained levels of
TDS and nitrates higher than that of the receiving waste stream, had the potential to
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degrade local ground water resources. To address this situation, the applicant
changed the project design to include a ZLD system.

The applicant has identified three options for ZLD, outlined above in the Process
Wastewater discussion. Whether the resultant waste from the project is a solid, a
damp cake, or a low volume-high concentration liquid waste, the project will avoid
discharges to land or water bodies. Whichever option the applicant adopts, in the
absence of discharge to land or water, the project will have no impact to water
resources.

Regarding construction and operational related impacts to groundwater and surface
water quality, the project will implement best management practices (BMPs) to
control pollution of ground and surface water. The project will comply with
applicable stormwater requirements, such that no degradation of water quality as a
result of stormwater runoff or erosion occurs. Staff addresses stormwater quality
concerns regarding drainage alteration and stormwater in more detail within the
following checklist sections.

B. Depletion of Groundwater Supplies or Recharge: Less than Significant

The project would use local ground water, but would not use wells that are currently
used for potable water supplies. The wells intended to serve the project are
operated by the City of Ripon and are dedicated to serving industrial customers. The
water these wells produce exceeds drinking water standards for nitrate, and are also
high in TDS.

This water would therefore be used in a beneficial manner, as usage of this source
would keep local potable water supplies available for other uses. The ZLD system
allows the project to utilize water at a greater efficiency, reducing project water
demand by approximately 30%. No significant adverse impacts to ground water
supplies or recharge are expected.

The Nestlé facility located in the project vicinity is currently remediating local ground
water contamination via a pump and treat scheme. The ground water that is
produced by the wells is treated to remove trichloroethylene, cis-1,2-
dichloroethylene, and dibromochloropropane. After treatment, the water is disposed
of without being reused.

The City of Ripon is developing an agreement with Nestlé to reuse the treated
wastewater for industrial supply (Machado2003). At the June 13, 2003 Data
Response Workshop, the City explained that the treated water would be added to
the City’s non-potable water system, making it available to the MEGS project. The
addition of this source to the system would reduce the ground water pumping
necessary to supply current industrial users, using the available non-potable waters
in an efficient manner. Staff anticipates no adverse water resources impacts from
the use of Nestlé treated wastewater to satisfy MEGS project process demands if
that scenario should arise.
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C. Substantial Alteration of Drainage Patterns or Causing Erosion: Less Than
Significant

The construction and operation of the proposed MEGS project and associated linear
elements would not impact the existing drainage pattern or involve impacts to any
streams or other water bodies.

Construction of the proposed MEGS project would occur on 12.25 acres of land that
has not been used for agricultural purposes since 1995. The proposed project will
occupy eight acres that are currently undeveloped and zoned for heavy industrial
use by the City of Ripon.

During construction and operation, stormwater runoff and erosion will be controlled
through adherence to the conditions of a CVRWQCB Stormwater Permit. The permit
requires two Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs), one for construction
activities and one for operation activities, that specify measures that would be used
to control erosion and sedimentation.

The SWPPPs would include the following measures:

. BMPs to minimize erosion during and after construction. Surface soil protection
may include the use of mulches, synthetic netting material, riprap, and the
compacting of native soil.

f Conduct all construction activities in accordance with California’s General Permit
for Storm Water Discharge Associated with Construction Activity, including the
erosion control measures in the SWPPP and BMPs to reduce erosion and the
transport of increased suspended sediment from construction areas.

f In the construction area soil should be graded and compacted to ensure that soil
is not left in irregular piles that are more susceptible to water and wind erosion.
Seeding will be performed in the areas where natural vegetation has been
distressed or removed by construction activity.

Construction activities related to the gas and water pipelines would involve
trenching, pipe installation, and backfilling. Specific BMPs that are appropriate to
minimize wind and water erosion associated with these trenching and boring
activities would be developed in accordance with a specific Erosion and
Sedimentation Control Plan. Erosion and sediment controls would be implemented
and BMPs would achieve compliance with the NPDES General Permit for Storm
Water Discharge Associated with Construction Activity and all other applicable
LORS.

The Applicant has indicated that adequate sedimentation and erosion controls will
be employed, and has provided a draft Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan for
the construction phase of the project. The Applicant must provide these documents
for all project phases to the appropriate authorities as required by law. Accordingly,
the project’s impact on drainage patterns and erosion will be less than significant.

D. Alteration of Drainage Resulting in Flooding: No Impact

As described above, the construction and operation of the MEGS project would not
impact the existing drainage pattern or involve impacts to any streams or other water
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bodies, nor would the proposed project result in substantial increases in surface
runoff or cause flooding. The project is located outside of the 100-year floodplain for
the Stanislaus River, and is therefore not expected to result in any flood events.

Stormwater discharges from the project will be routed to the City of Ripon’s
stormwater system. The evaporation/percolation pond is designed for a 10-year
storm event with 35 acre-feet of capacity, and discharges to the Stanislaus River if
capacity is reached. This system should provide adequate stormwater coverage for
the facility, as the project should not significantly add to runoff in the project vicinity.

E. Excess Runoff or Stormwater Drainage: Less than Significant

As stated above, Stormwater discharges from the project will be routed to the City of
Ripon’s stormwater system. The evaporation/percolation pond is designed for a 10-
year storm event with 35 acre-feet of capacity, and discharges to the Stanislaus
River if capacity is reached. This system should provide adequate stormwater
coverage for the facility, as the project should not significantly add to runoff in the
project vicinity. In addition, the City indicated at the Data Response Workshop on
June 13, 2003 that their system would be able to accommodate the MEGS project
stormwater runoff.

F. Degradation of Water Quality: Less Than Significant

As described above, the proposed project’s waste will be discharged in accordance
with applicable laws and local permits.

The Waste Management section of the SPPE noted that DDT had historically been
used on orchard crops in San Joaquin County. DDT is a persistent compound that
can pose a serious threat to water quality and related biological habitat, as it binds
strongly to soils and uses soil detachment as a primary pathway into ecological
systems.

Waste Management staff proposed that a sampling plan be developed and
executed to determine the possibility and/or magnitude of DDT contamination at the
project site. An acceptable sampling plan was approved by Energy Commission
and Department of Toxic Substances Control staff, and sampling was performed in
late June of 2003. Results from the sampling were provided on July 16", 2003, and
the analysis concluded that the project site has not been significantly impacted by
past agricultural practices, as 4,4-DDT levels were well below the EPA-designated
Remediation Goals for industrial and residential soil. Please refer to the Waste
Management section of this Initial Study for more information.

As stated in the Ground Water Contamination discussion above, the Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) is currently supervising
ground water remediation measures on three wells near the Nestlé facility, located
within a half-mile of the MEGS project (DTSC2003a). If the project required the
City of Ripon to pump at a much greater rate, it is possible that the contaminated
plume could migrate and potentially impact drinking water supply wells.
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Currently, the City of Ripon plans on using only MW-11 to service the non-potable
system, with MW-5 coming online in the foreseeable future. The RWQCB does not
identify operation of MW-11 as a potential impact to the cleanup efforts
(Pierce2003), however, without accurate modeling available, it is difficult to predict
the impacts of operating MW-5. It is possible that the City may reach an agreement
to use Nestlé wastewater as described above under checklist section B, which could
reduce the amount of additional ground water pumping necessary; however, this
agreement is not final.

Since well water quality is a concern of the City of Ripon, staff is confident that the
City of Ripon will consult with the RWQCB staff prior to the project using water
supplied from sources other than MW-11, and that no significant groundwater
contamination will result.

G,H,1,J. Housing in 100-Year Flood Zone: No Impact

The existing MEGS project footprint is not located within a Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) designated 100-year flood zone. No housing or
structures would be created that would impede or redirect 100-year flood flows.
Stormwater discharge would be routed to the City of Ripon stormwater system,
which has adequate capacity as described above, and therefore should not cause or
contribute to flooding potential. As an inland project not near any large water body
or hillslope, inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow is not likely to occur.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The project is not expected to contribute to cumulative hydrology or water quality
impacts.

RESPONSE TO AGENCY AND PUBLIC COMMENTS

San Joaquin County Public Works Department-1: Water Supply and Use, Page 2-2,
paragraph 4, [states] “The average daily water demand for the MEGS is approximately
122 gallons per minute (gpm) and the approximate maximum daily water demand is 244
gpm.” [This] statement is unclear as to the actual daily use. This should be corrected to
reflect actual daily use.

Staff Response: (This comment is directed towards the Project Description section
of this document, but will be answered here since it pertains to water resources. In
addition, the water usage rates noted in this comment refer to the demand identified by
the applicant prior to proposal of a zero-liquid-discharge system. Implementation of this
system will lower those rates to 83 gpm average and 167 gpm peak.)

The MEGS project is designed to be a peaking facility, to be used on an as-needed
basis; however, the project is seeking a license to operate up to 8,760 hours per year.
Using the average water demand of 83 gpm, under the proposed operation plan, the
project would be licensed to use approximately 0.37 acre-feet of water per day. If the
project were to operate at the peak water usage (167 gpm) for 8,760 hours, the project
would use approximately 270 acre-feet of water in one year.
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CONCLUSIONS

The proposed MEGS project as proposed and regulated by the responsible government
authorities would result in less than significant impacts to the public and the
environment.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF EXEMPTION

WATER-1 The project owner shall install metering devices and record on a monthly
basis the amount, source, and quality of water used by the project. Quality
reports shall be submitted as they become available from the City of Ripon.

The report on the monthly water use shall include the monthly range and
monthly average of daily usage in gallons per day, and total water used by the
project on a monthly and annual basis in acre-feet.

Following the first full year of operation and in subsequent years, the annual
summary will also include the yearly range and yearly average water use by the
project.

The project owner shall notify the CPM in writing of any significant changes in
the water supply for the project during construction or operation of the plant.

Verification:  The project owner shall include water summary reports in the Annual
Compliance Report for the life of the project. The CPM shall be notified at least 60 days
prior to the effective date of any proposed changes to the water supply.

REFERENCES
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CVRWQCB1994 - Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. Water Quality
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LAND USE

Testimony of David Flores

INTRODUCTION

The land use analysis of the Modesto Irrigation District’s Ripon Generation Station
(MEGS) focuses on the project’s compatibility with existing and planned land uses, and
its consistency with applicable land use plans, ordinances and policies.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS (LORS)

The project site is located within the City of Ripon in San Joaquin County, which is
situated in the southeastern portion of the San Joaquin Valley. Land use laws,
ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS) applicable to the proposed project are
contained in the City of Ripon’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

Staff has also addressed the San Joaquin County General Plan, since the proposed
project site and linear facilities are very close to the unincorporated area within San
Joaquin County.

CITY OF RIPON ZONING ORDINANCE

Zoning is the specific administrative tool used by a jurisdiction to regulate land use and
development, and is one of the primary tools for implementing the goals and policies of
the General Plan. Zoning is typically more specific than the General Plan and includes
detailed land use regulations and development standards. The City’s Zoning Ordinance
divides the land in the city into zones that permit different types of uses and imposes
development standards appropriate to the uses permitted in each zoning district. LAND
USE Figure 1 shows the zoning districts in the area of the proposed project site. The
project site is located in the Heavy Industrial (M-2) zoning district for which the
development of electrical utilities is a permitted use (Tyhurst, 2003).

CITY OF RIPON GENERAL PLAN

Land use is controlled and regulated by a system of plans, policies, goals, and
ordinances that are adopted by the various jurisdictions with land use authority over the
area encompassed by the proposed project. The general plan is a broadly scoped
planning document and defines large-scale planned development patterns over a
relatively long timeframe.

The Ripon General Plan includes specific policies to preserve and enhance existing
development and to provide for orderly and appropriate new development of the City of
Ripon (Ripon) through the year 2035. Actions and approvals required by the City of
Ripon Planning Department must be consistent with the Ripon General Plan.

The Ripon General Plan covers the following elements of planning: community growth,
community development (land use), housing, community services and facilities
(including transportation, open space and hazards management), public safety, and
environmental resources. Each element contains goals, policies, and implementation
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measures that may be pertinent to the proposed project, including the linear
transmission facilities.

The proposed project site exists within the geographic area named in the Ripon General
Plan as the South Stockton Planning District, one of the eighteen geographic planning
districts assessed in the Ripon General Plan. The land use designation for the project
site is Heavy Industrial (HI). The HI designation allows for the siting of utility and linear
facilities such as electric transmission lines and gas pipelines, public utilities, energy
and infrastructure planning and economic development in an area zoned for industrial
uses.

Analysis of land use policies for the proposed project focuses on the policies directly
linked to the characteristics of the proposed project, such as the siting of a utility facility
and linear features, energy and infrastructure planning, public utilities, land supply, and
economic development. Land use policies applicable to the proposed project, which is
within the South Stockton Planning District, include:

 Designate adequate land to meet residential, commercial, and industrial
development needs.

I Designate adequate land intended for public and quasi-public uses to support
existing and new residential, commercial, and industrial development.

f Urban development should be kept contiguous as possible to avoid premature
urbanization of valuable farm land, promote resident convenience, and provide for
economy in City Services.

 Assure economic viability of the community by retaining and renewing existing
commercial and industrial uses and designating sufficient new commercial and
industrial areas to meet future city needs.

1 Encourage diversified industry and other job generating uses in the City.

LAND USE Figure 2 shows the Ripon General Plan’s designated land uses for the
project vicinity. Because a power plant is a permitted use for the land use designation
and zoning within the City of Ripon, the proposed project does not require discretionary
approval from the City of Ripon.

SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY GENERAL PLAN

Some unincorporated lands within San Joaquin County are located near the proposed
project site, and proposed electrical sub-transmission line and water pipeline routes,
although these facilities would be nearby rather than within any unincorporated lands.
These lands consist of a mixture of residential farming units and agricultural land use
designations provided by the San Joaquin County General Plan. Utility facilities are
allowed in these General Plan designations and zoning districts. San Joaquin County
would not require any permits, since the project would be located in the Ripon City
limits.
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SETTING

PROJECT LOCATION

MEGS Generation Site

The proposed project would be situated on a 12.25 acre site at the intersection of South
Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard in the City of Ripon, located in San Joaquin
County. The facility would occupy approximately six acres near the northern boundary
of the site. The applicant has obtained a purchase option on the 12.25 acre site, which
consists of four parcels of industrially zoned land. Currently the property is fallow.
Previous use of the site included agricultural uses, although the parcel has not been
farmed for approximately five years.

Contractor office areas, construction staging, laydown areas, and parking areas will be
located adjacent to the south and west of the project on the 12.25 acre MID property,
but outside the project’s footprint.

Linear Facilities

The linear facilities for the project include an electrical sub-transmission line and natural
gas pipeline segments. The proposed routes for the electrical sub-transmission line and
natural gas pipeline line occur in existing public and private ROWSs currently used for
either the public streets, or utility conveyance. The location of these facilities are
discussed further under separate heading.

In April 2003, the City of Ripon began construction on an improvement project for the
extension of South Stockton Avenue and Doak Blvd near the MEGS site. As part of the
project, the city will install potable and non-potable water lines, sanitary sewer, industrial
wastewater and storm water systems within the proposed streets.

For the MEGS project, MID will construct potable and non-potable water supply tap
lines and wastewater and storm water discharge pipelines to connect to the City utility
service stubs at the property line.

Natural Gas

A new 0.25 mile long natural gas pipeline will be installed by PG&E from the project site
north on South Stockton Avenue to 4™ Street.

Electrical Transmission Line

The proposed electrical transmission interconnection will link MEGS to the MID power
grid by connecting to the nearby Stockton Substation using a new double-circuit 69-kV
transmission line running approximately 0.25 mile along a private road from the MEGS
project site to the substation.

SURROUNDING LAND USE

As indicated above, the proposed MEGS site is located in a predominantly industrial
area. Existing land uses in the vicinity of the project site include:
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' North: Nulaid Foods Inc. buildings immediately north of the site;

' South: The City of Ripon waste water treatment ponds and a radio transmission
tower just northwest of the treatment ponds;

 East: South Stockton Avenue borders the project site to the east. Beyond are the
Fox River Paper Company buildings and to the rear of the paper company is the
Ripon Cogeneration facility; and

' West: Undeveloped (currently tilled for weed control) land, with a residential
subdivision located approximately one-half mile from the site.

Existing land uses along the proposed natural gas line and electrical sub-transmission
line ROW include:

f Natural Gas line: Industrial uses along South Stockton Avenue.

1 Electrical sub-transmission line: Industrial, light industrial, and manufacturing uses
from South Stockton Avenue east along a private roadway into the Fox River Paper
Company.

RECREATIONAL FACILITIES

The following neighborhood parks exist in the project’s vicinity: Veterans Park and
Community Center, and Oak Grove Park. Veterans Park is located approximately one-
quarter of a mile northwest of MEGS on Locust Avenue and 4™ Street. Oak Grove Park
is located approximately one quarter of a mile south from MEGS at the end of South
Stockton Avenue near the Stanislaus River. This site has been identified as a potential

park site in the General Plan, but is undeveloped and not used for recreational purposes
at this time.

IMPACTS

Following is the Environmental Checklist that identifies potential impacts in this issue
area. Below the checklist is a discussion of each impact, and an explanation of the
impact conclusion.

Less than

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project:

A. Physically divide an established community?

B. Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

C. Conflict with any applicable habitat
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

LAND USE AND PLANNING -- Would the project:

RECREATION

A. Would the project increase the use of
existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility
would occur or be accelerated?

B. Does the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities that might
have an adverse physical effect on the
environment?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Land Use and Planning

A. Division of an Established Community

The proposed MEGS would be located in an area within the City of Ripon

designated for industrial development, and the site is currently surrounded by similar
industrial uses. The facility would comply with existing zoning, and neither the size

nor nature of the project would result in a physical division of an established

community. No new physical barriers would be created by the project (public access
across the site is not currently allowed) and no existing roadways or pathways would
be blocked. Given the proposed development’s consistency with on-site land use
and zoning designations and its compatibility with the industrial characteristic of the
project area, the proposed MEGS would not alter land use patterns. Therefore, no

impacts would occur.

The proposed route for the natural gas pipeline are in existing public right-of-ways
(ROWSs) currently used for the public streets, or water conveyance. Construction

and operation of the natural gas line would be consistent with established zoning,
and would not divide or disrupt existing land uses or an established community.

The electric subtransmission line would be located within an existing private
roadway which enters the Fox River Paper Company. Dedication of right-of-way
would be required for the installation of approximately seven new power poles along
this route. Construction and operation of the electrical transmission line would be
consistent with established zoning, and would not divide or disrupt existing land uses

or an established community.

The proposed natural gas line would tie into the existing gas main at South Stockton
Avenue and 4™ Street which will supply the proposed project site.

Construction would involve temporary disruption to land uses along the proposed
ROW, which are heavy industrial uses. No aboveground structures would be built,
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and operation of the pipeline would not preclude existing or planned uses in the
vicinity of the pipelines.

Given the temporary nature of construction activities associated with
subtransmission line poles installation and the natural gas pipeline, and the fact that
these linear facilities would be placed within existing public and private ROWs, the
linear facilities would not disrupt or physically divide an established community.
Therefore, no impacts would occur.

B. Conflict with Land Use Plans or Policies

As described above, the proposed MEGS would be located in an area intended for
industrial development based on its land use and zoning designation. Furthermore,
the site is adjacent to existing similar industrial uses such as the Fox River Paper
Company and Ripon Cogeneration Plant. The proposed MEGS project would
represent an urban in-fill project, consistent with City of Ripon policies on economic
development for the area and contiguous urban development.

In Ripon, the proposed natural gas route would occur in an existing public ROW
currently used for the railroad, public roadways, or water conveyance. Installation of
the natural gas pipeline is consistent with Ripon’s policy on the use of public ROWs
for public utility activities typically found in public ROWs. The electric
subtransmission line would be located within an existing private roadway owned by
the Fox River Paper Company. MID would need to obtain an easement from Fox
River. The applicant will secure necessary easement rights for the placement of the
electrical lines and appurtenances within the private ROW. In general, linear
facilities associated with the project are permitted or conditionally permitted uses for
the zoning districts within which they will exist. PG&E would enter into a franchise
agreement with the City of Ripon for the proposed gas pipeline, where it will be
constructed in city streets.

The objective of the proposed project is to meet the electricity demand of local MID
customers. Given this objective, and the proposed project’s consistency with the
applicable LORS of affected jurisdictions, there would be no impact.

In a letter dated May 7, 2003, Mr. Ben Hulse, Director of the San Joaquin
Community Development Department, referred to the MID Ripon project site as
prime farmland as classified by the Department of Conservation (DOC). Mr. Hulse
indicated that this was a significant loss of agricultural land and recommended that
mitigation measures be implemented to reduce the project to a less than significant
impact.

On April 29, 2003, CEC staff contacted Mr. Patrick Hennessy of the DOC Mapping &
Monitoring Program to determine whether the above the referenced project site had
been farmed in the last five years. It was brought to our attention by a conflict in
what was provided in the SPPE document and a Phase 1 Site Assessment
indicating that beans had been grown recently on the site. Mr. Hennessey provided
documentation related to the proposed project site, which included site maps, and e-
mail correspondence between the DOC and MID’s consulting firm CH2MHill.
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Based on the initial information provided by CH2MHill to the DOC, it provides
supporting data that the land has in fact been fallow since 1997, which under the
DOC guidelines is no longer considered Farmland of Statewide Importance or Prime
Farmland; therefore no impacts would occur. This site is isolated from other farming
tracts and is now in fact designated as an urban in-fill, industrially zoned parcel.

C. Conflict with Habitat or Natural Community Conservation Plans

There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans
adopted by the jurisdictions that would be affected by the proposed project.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with existing plans and there
would be no impact.

Recreation

A. Increased Use of Recreational Facilities

Physical impacts to public services and facilities such as recreational facilities are
usually associated with population inmigration and growth in an area, which increase
the demand for a particular service. An increase in population in any given area
may result in the need to develop new, or alter existing, government facilities in
order to accommodate increased demand.

As an electric generation project seeking to meet the current demand of MID
customers, the proposed project is not expected to result in an increase in the
population of the area. Staff has concluded that since the regional workforce will
likely be able to accommodate the MEGS construction labor needs, the project will
not increase the area’s population (See the Socioeconomics Section for an analysis
of the construction workforce). Therefore, staff has concluded that the proposed
project would not increase the use of existing recreational facilities or result in their
deterioration. No impacts would occur.

B. Construction of Recreational Facilities

As a power generation project, the proposed project does not include recreational
facilities or require the construction or expansion of existing recreational facilities.

As described above, the proposed project would not result in an increase in the
area’s population that would require new or expanded recreational facilities whose
construction would in turn lead to an adverse physical effect on the environment. No
impacts would occur.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts may be caused if a project would have effects that are individually
limited but cumulatively considerable when viewed together with the effects of related
projects. The following projects are proposed to occur in the vicinity of the proposed
project:

 City of Ripon Compressed Natural Gas Station at 240 Doak Boulevard
 City of Ripon Animal Shelter at 444 Doak Boulevard
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City of Ripon Corporation Yard expansion at 620 Doak Boulevard
Nulaid Foods Inc. expansion at 200 Fifth Street

Arrow Asphalt Project at 441 Doak Boulevard

Al Waggoner Project at 1012 S. Acacia Avenue

Expansion of Jim Aartman Trucking on Acacia Avenue

= —a _—a _—a _—_a _a

Poppy Hills Residential Subdivision on the east side of S. Jack Tone Road across
the street from the Jack Tone Golf Course

1 Doak Boulevard Extension between Vera Avenue and S. Stockton Avenue

1 S. Stockton Avenue Extension south to the new extension of Doak Boulevard

Immediately west of the MEGS site, Arrow Asphalt is proposing to construct four
buildings with square footage ranging from 2,500 to 4,000 for each building. The Arrow
Asphalt project would include an office building, a vehicle repair building, and two
storage buildings (another two buildings are labeled on the Arrow Asphalt site plan as
“future storage”). The maximum height of these buildings would be 22 feet. Also
immediately west of the MEGS site and north of Arrow Asphalt, Al Waggoner is
proposing to construct two buildings with square footage of 1,200 and 2,400 each. This
project would include a two-story office building and a one-story workshop. The
maximum height of these buildings would be 34 feet. It should be noted that the Arrow
Asphalt and Al Waggoner projects have been recently approved by the City.

In addition to these two projects, the owners of Aartman Trucking closed escrow in May
2003 on the parcel immediately south of their existing facility on Acacia Avenue, and
immediately west of the northern end of the MEGS site (MID 2003l). It is anticipated
that a permit application will soon be submitted to the City for this project, which would
consist of truck parking surrounded by a 6-foot high cyclone fence.

As described in this Initial Study, the proposed power plant project would not result in
any significant land use impacts. In addition, the MEGS project does not appear to
make a significant contribution to regional impacts related to new development and
growth, such as population immigration, increased demand for public services,
expansion of public infrastructure, or loss of open space. Therefore, the proposed
project’s contribution to land use impacts resulting from past, present, and probable
future projects also is not expected to be cumulatively considerable. The proposed
project has compatible land uses with the industrial and commercial projects discussed
above, which are proposed in the vicinity. Similar to the proposed project, the five
projects are consistent with goals of the City of Ripon General Plan, and are consistent
with current land use designations and zoning. Staff concludes there are no cumulative
land use impacts.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Staff has reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the minority population is less
than 50 percent within a six-mile radius of the proposed MEGS power plant (please
refer to Socioeconomics Figure 1 in this Staff Assessment). However, as indicated in
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Socioeconomics Figure 1, there are multiple census blocks with greater than 50
percent minority persons within the six-mile radius.

Based on the land use analysis, which included consideration of information supplied by
participants at staff workshops, staff has not identified significant direct or cumulative
impacts resulting from the construction or operation of the project, and therefore there
are no land use environmental justice issues related to this project.

CONCLUSIONS

The project would not physically divide an established community, conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation, and would not conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plan. The proposed use would be consistent with the provisions of
the City of Ripon General Plan and zoning ordinance. Therefore, there are no impacts
associated with Land Use and Planning Policies.

The project would not significantly increase the use of public parks or recreational

facilities, nor would it necessitate the construction or expansion of recreational facilities.
Therefore, there are no impacts.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF EXEMPTION

None proposed.

REFERENCES
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LAND USE - FIGURE 1
MID Ripon - City of Ripon Zoning Map
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LAND USE - FIGURE 2
MID Ripon - General Plan Land Use Map
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NOISE AND VIBRATION

Testimony of Steve Baker

INTRODUCTION

The construction and operation of any power plant creates noise, or unwanted sound.
The character and loudness of this noise, the times of day or night that it is produced,
and the proximity of the facility to sensitive receptors combine to determine whether the
facility would meet applicable noise control laws and ordinances, and whether it would
cause significant adverse environmental impacts. In some cases, vibration may be
produced as a result of power plant operation or construction practices, such as pile
driving. The ground-borne energy of vibration has the potential to cause structural
damage and annoyance.

The purpose of this analysis is to identify and examine the likely noise and vibration
impacts from the construction and operation of the MID Electric Generation Station
(MEGS) Project, and to recommend any procedures necessary to ensure that the
resulting noise and vibration impacts would be adequately mitigated to comply with
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS).

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

FEDERAL

Under the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (OSHA) (29 U.S.C. § 651 et
seq.), the Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
has adopted regulations (29 C.F.R. § 1910.95) designed to protect workers against the
effects of occupational noise exposure. These regulations list permissible noise
exposure levels as a function of the amount of time to which the worker is exposed (see
NOISE Appendix A, Table A-4, immediately following this section). The regulations
further specify a hearing conservation program that involves monitoring the noise to
which workers are exposed, assuring that workers are made aware of overexposure to
noise, and periodically testing the workers’ hearing to detect any degradation.

There are no federal laws governing off-site (community) noise.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has published guidelines for assessing the
impacts of ground-borne vibration associated with construction of rail projects, which
have been applied by other jurisdictions to other types of projects. The
FTA-recommended vibration standards are expressed in terms of the “vibration level,”
which is calculated from the peak particle velocity measured from ground-borne
vibration. The FTA measure of the threshold of perception is 65 VdB, which correlates
to a peak particle velocity of about 0.002 inches per second (in/sec). The FTA measure
of the threshold of architectural damage for conventional sensitive structures is 100
VdB, which correlates to a peak particle velocity of about 0.2 in/sec.
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STATE

California Government Code Section 65302(f) encourages each local government entity
to perform noise studies and implement a noise element as part of its General Plan. In
addition, the California Office of Planning and Research has published guidelines for
preparing noise elements, which include recommendations for evaluating the
compatibility of various land uses as a function of community noise exposure.

The California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-OSHA) has
promulgated Occupational Noise Exposure Regulations (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8,
§§ 5095-5099) that set employee noise exposure limits. These standards are
equivalent to the federal OSHA standards.

LOCAL

San Joaquin County

The MEGS Project lies entirely within the City of Ripon. City LORS thus take
precedence over San Joaquin County LORS.

City of Ripon General Plan Noise Element

The City of Ripon General Plan (Ripon 1998) addresses noise in several places.
Volume I, Chapter Four, Community Health and Safety, includes Goal J, intended to
“[pIrotect residents from health hazards and annoyance associated with excessive noise
levels.” Goal J is supported by several policies, including:

f Policy J3. To require analysis of potential noise from developments and require
mitigating measures to reduce noise impacts to adopted City noise standards.

 Policy J4. To examine any source of noise projected at or above 70 dB at 50 feet for
compatibility with existing or projected planned neighborhood land use before
granting a rezoning or conditional use permit.

 Policy J6. The Land Use Compatibility Standards set forth in General Plan Table 4.1
are the adopted noise standards of the City of Ripon. Table 4.1, entitled “Land Use
Compatibility for Community Noise Environments,” shows that a Community Noise
Exposure level of 50 to 60 dBA L4, or CNEL is normally acceptable for Residential-
Low Density Single Family, Duplex, and Mobile Homes, and a level of 55 to 70 dBA
Lan or CNEL is normally acceptable for Residential-Multi-Family homes.

 Policy J7. To minimize the duration of heavy equipment operations in the vicinity of
residential uses or other sensitive noise receptors, especially during evening and
early morning hours.

The General Plan continues with a discussion of acceptability of noise exposure
(Volume II, Chapter Four, Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
page 4-47), stating, “[flor residential uses...noise levels of less than 60 dBA are
presumed acceptable and are acceptable, subject to certain conditions, up to a noise
level of 70 dBA....Residential lands are the predominant area in the City of Ripon which
are sensitive to noise. Other sensitive land uses include schools, a rest home, a
convalescent hospital, and recreation areas such as parks.” On page 54, the General
Plan addresses the level of significance of noise impacts, stating, “[w]here noise
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standards are already exceeded, the General Plan would result in significant effects if it
led to an audible increase in noise levels. Tests of human receptors have shown that a
3 decibel change in noise level is just barely perceptible.”

City of Ripon Municipal Code

Section 16.20.030P of the Ripon Municipal Code (Ripon 2003) effectively prohibits
construction activities at locations adjacent to residential uses outside the hours of 7:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m. weekdays and Saturdays, and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Sundays.
The project site is not adjacent to residential uses; therefore, construction noise is only
of concern in the City of Ripon for the natural gas pipelines that are required to support
the MEGS project.

Section 16.156.120 of the Ripon Municipal Code prohibits any vibration that is
discernible beyond the site boundary.

SETTING

PROJECT BACKGROUND

The MEGS Project would be a 95 MW natural gas-fired, simple cycle peaking power
plant, composed of two General Electric LM6000 Sprint gas turbine generators
equipped with inlet air chillers and three natural gas fuel compressors. Included in the
project would be approximately 0.25 miles of electric transmission interconnection line,
0.25 miles of 8-inch diameter natural gas pipeline, potable and non-potable water lines,
and stormwater and sanitary sewer lines (MID 2003a, AFE §§ 1.2, 2.3, 2.3.1, 2.4,
6.2.1.5,6.2.2.5,6.2.2.8, 7.1; MID 2003Z, §§ 1.0, 3.5).

EXISTING LAND USE

The MEGS would be located in a chiefly industrial area in the City of Ripon, adjacent to
a wastewater treatment plant, on land zoned Heavy Industrial (MID 2003a, AFE §§ 2.2,
8.4.2.1,8.5.3, 8.5.4.2). Sensitive noise receptors in the vicinity of the project include
approximately 100 residences in a residential neighborhood to the NW, within a Y2-mile
radius of the project site; schools; hospitals; and two churches (MID 2003I, Data
Responses 50 and 51; Bastasch 2003a, pers. comm.; Carrier 2003, pers. comm.).
These residences are the sensitive receptors of greatest interest in the following
analysis, as they are located nearest the project site, and would thus be exposed to the
greatest noise levels.

EXISTING NOISE LEVELS

In order to predict the likely noise effects of the project on nearby sensitive receptors,
the Applicant commissioned ambient noise surveys of the area. The surveys were
conducted using commonly accepted techniques and equipment. The existing noise
environment is composed of traffic noise from Highway 99 and local streets and roads;
railroad trains on the line that parallels Highway 99; aircraft overflights; and industrial
noise from a paper manufacturing operation, a grain terminal, and the wastewater
treatment plant (MID 2003a, AFE §§ 8.5.3, 8.5.3.1).
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Noise was monitored continuously for 25 hours at each of four locations (MID 2003a,

AFE Table 8.5-5):

f Location A is a residential neighborhood W of the site, about 1,050 feet from the
center of the site. (It is assumed that the project’s noise will emanate from the

center of the site.)

f Location B is at the eastern boundary of the project site, about 800 feet from the

center of the site.

 Location C is a vacant lot over a mile NE of the site and adjacent to the railroad

tracks and Highway 99.

f Location D is a residential neighborhood approximately 1.3 miles NE of the site, on
the other side of Highway 99.

Refer to NOISE: Figure 1 for the locations of these monitoring sites.

NOISE Table 2 is the applicant’s summary of these ambient noise measurement results

(MID 2003a, Table 8.5-6).

Applicant’s Summary of Measured Ambient Noise Levels

NOISE: Table 2

Measurement Sites Measured Noise Levels, dBA
Average Lg Lan
Midnight—4 a.m. | 10 p.m.—5 a.m.
A 49 48 58
B 51 50 60
C 59 59 73
D 57 58 72

NOISE
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NOISE - FIGURE 1
MID Electric Generation Station - Noise Monitoring and Receptor Locations
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The applicant also reported noise monitoring data for all four sites, showing the hourly
Leg, L1, L1o, Lso @and Lgg values (MID 2003a, Appendix 8.5C). In general, the noise
environment in the immediate vicinity of the project site is fairly loud, typical of an
industrial neighborhood, with the added characteristic that noise levels are greater at
night than in the daytime. This is common where the noise regime is dominated by a
freeway, on which longhaul truck traffic creates more noise at night than during the day.
The noise environment at Location A, representing a nearby residential neighborhood,
is very similar to that at the project site, but slightly (2 dBA) quieter. Energy
Commission staff summarizes these monitoring results in NOISE: Table 3 below.

NOISE: Table 3
Staff's Summary of Measured Ambient Noise Levels

Measured Noise Levels, dBA
Meag‘ft;esme”t Daytime (10 a.m.—2 p.m.)" | Nighttime (10 p.m.—2 a.m.)” | Lan?
Leq Lgo Leq I—90
A 45 39 50 47 58
B 50 45 53 50 60

' Staff estimate, employing the four quietest consecutive hours.
% Applicant’s estimate (MID 2003a, Table 8.5-6).

IMPACTS
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

CEQA requires that significant environmental impacts be identified, and that such
impacts be eliminated or mitigated to the extent feasible. Section XI of Appendix G of
CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, App. G) sets forth some characteristics that
may signify a potentially significant impact. Specifically, a significant effect from noise
may exist if a project would result in:

f  exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local General Plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of
other agencies;

I exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels;

 a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project; or

1 a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project.

The Energy Commission has interpreted the CEQA criteria such that noise produced by
the permitted power-producing facility that causes an increase of more than 10 dBA in
the background noise level (Lgo) at a noise sensitive receiver during the quietest hours
of the day is usually considered a significant effect. An increase of less than 5 dBA is
typically considered an insignificant impact, while an increase from 5 to 10 dBA may be
considered significant, depending on the specific circumstances.
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Noise due to construction activities is usually considered to be insignificant in terms of
CEQA compliance if:

f  The construction activity is temporary,
 Use of heavy equipment and noisy activities is limited to daytime hours, and

f All feasible noise abatement measures are implemented for noise-producing
equipment.

ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS

Noise impacts associated with the project can be created by construction activities, and
by normal long-term operation of the power plant. Following is the Environmental
Checklist that identifies potential impacts in this issue area. Below the checklist is a
discussion of each impact, and an explanation of the impact conclusion.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST Significant with Significant | | No
Impact | Mitigation Impact | 'MPact
pac g p
Incorporated
NOISE — Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of X
noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other
agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of X
excessive ground borne vibration noise
levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient X

noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase X
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project?

e) For a project located within an airport land X
use plan or, where such a plan has not been
adopted, within two miles of a public airport
or public use airport, would the project
expose people residing or working in the
area to excessive noise levels?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private X
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the area to excessive
noise levels?
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DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

A. Noise in Excess of Standards or Ordinances: Less Than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

General Construction Noise

Construction noise is usually considered a temporary phenomenon. In this case, the
construction period for the MEGS will take place between the 4" quarter 2003 and the
1% quarter 2005 (MID 2003a, AFE § 1.3). Construction of an industrial facility such as a
power plant is typically noisier than permissible under usual noise ordinances. In order
to allow the construction of new facilities, construction noise during certain hours is
commonly exempt from enforcement by local ordinances.

The City of Ripon Municipal Code restricts construction activities to the hours of 7 a.m.
to 7 p.m. Monday through Saturday, and 10 a.m. to 6 p.m. on Sunday (Ripon 2003,

§ 16.20.030P). The Code does not limit the loudness of construction noise. Because
construction noise will be restricted to daytime hours, Energy Commission staff believes
MEGS construction noise will comply with applicable LORS.

Power Plant Operation

During its operating life, the MEGS would represent essentially a steady, continuous
noise source day and night (see the complete analysis under section C below). The
applicant has projected plant noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors, those
residences near noise monitoring location A, approximately 1,050 feet from the centroid'
of the project site, of 57 dBA Leq or 63 dBA Ly, (see NOISE: Table 4 below). The
applicant has further projected plant noise levels at the next nearest sensitive receptors,
those residences on South Locust Avenue, represented by location R on Figure 8.5-1 of
the AFC. Location R is approximately 1,100 feet from the centroid of the site; projected
plant noise level at R is 55 dBA (MID 2003a, AFC Table 8.5-8).

The applicable LORS, the City of Ripon General Plan Noise Element, sets a land use
compatibility guideline of 50 to 60 dBA Lq, (Ripon 1998, Table 4.1). At the same time,
this same noise element states that “...Lyy noise levels of less than 65 dBA will be
considered in the acceptable range for residential land uses....” (Ripon 1998, § 4.8, p.
4-10) While the projected plant noise level of 63 dBA Ly, is greater than the land use
guideline of 50 to 60 dBA Lgn, it is less than the 65 dBA Lg, level that is considered
acceptable. Given the heavily industrialized nature of the project vicinity, and the
substantial impact of freeway and railroad noise on the noise regime, Energy
Commission staff believes the proposed project can be considered to comply with
applicable noise LORS. To ensure that the project does, in fact, comply with this LORS,
staff proposes Condition of Exemption NOISE-1, below.

B. Excessive Vibration: No Impact

The primary source of vibration noise associated with a power plant is the operation of
the turbines. The plant’s turbines must be maintained in optimal balance to minimize

' In modeling projected power plant noise, it is commonly assumed that noise emanates from an
acoustic center, or centroid, located at the center of the noise-producing components of the facility.
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excessive vibration that can cause damage or long term wear. Consequently, no
discernible vibration would be experienced by adjacent land uses.

Another potential source of significant vibration is pile driving during construction. The
Applicant has not stated that pile driving will be required for this project. Therefore no
pile driving noise or vibration impacts are expected.

C. Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Level: Less Than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

Power Plant Operation

During its operating life, the MEGS would represent essentially a steady, continuous
noise source day and night. Occasional brief increases in noise levels would occur
during load changes, or during startup or shutdown as the plant transitions to and from
steady-state operation. (Note that, for a simple cycle power plant such as MEGS, which
incorporates no steam cycle, such intermittent noises would be few and relatively
unobtrusive.) At other times, such as when the plant is shut down for lack of dispatch or
for maintenance, noise levels would decrease.

The primary noise sources anticipated from the facility include the gas turbine
generators, transformers, and fuel gas compressors. The noise emitted by power
plants during normal operations is generally broadband, steady state in nature. The
resulting hourly average noise levels are typically dominated by the steady-state noise
sources.

The Applicant performed acoustical calculations to determine the facility noise
emissions. The calculations were based on specific manufacturer noise data for the
major equipment planned for the facility (MID 2003a, AFE Table 8.5-8). Specific noise
mitigation measures evaluated include gas turbine generator acoustic weather
enclosures (Bastasch 2003b, pers. comm.).

NOISE Table 4 lists the predicted project noise levels during plant operation in terms of
the background noise level (Lgp) and estimated Lq, values.

NOISE: Table 4
Summary of Predicted Operational Noise Levels
Measurement Noise Levels, dBA Lan, dB?
Sites Ambient’ Project’ | Cumulative | Change
A 47 57 57 +10 63
B 50 64 64 +14 70
R 55 <+10

! Staff estimate, average background noise, monitoring location A, four quietest nighttime hours.
% Applicant’s estimate (MID 2003a, AFE Table 8.5-8).

It is seen from these figures that the increase in noise level at noise monitoring location
A due to the project would be 10 dBA. This is in the range (5 to 10 dBA) that Energy
Commission staff considers potentially significant. Were the project to be located in a
quiet neighborhood, this increase of 10 dBA (a doubling of noise level) could be
perceived as annoying and, thus, a significant adverse impact. Were the MEGS to be
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located in an exceedingly noisy locale, the addition of 10 dBA to the existing noise
levels could easily be intolerable. In the case of MEGS, the noise regime in this
neighborhood is only moderately loud. In such a situation, staff believes that an
increase of 10 dBA will be noticeable, but not likely annoying, to residents. The
projected increase in noise level at location R would likely be less than 10 dBA, and
thus less likely to annoy residents.

While the applicant did not monitor the ambient noise at location R, which represents a
group of residential receptors slightly farther from the project site that those a location A,
the expected power plant noise at R was modeled. If the ambient noise at R is similar
to that at A, then the increase due to the power plant would be 8 dBA. Even if the
ambient noise at R is 2 dBA quieter than at A, the increase due to the power plant
would be 10 dBA, the same as at A.

Note that the noise modeling techniques employed in project design tend to give
conservative results. That is, due to assumptions regarding atmospheric noise
attenuation and intervening structures and terrain, the actual power plant noise is
typically less than that projected. As a result, Energy Commission staff believes that no
significant noise impacts are likely to occur due to the operation of the project. To
ensure that, in fact, no significant noise impacts occur, staff proposes Condition of
Exemption NOISE-1, below. To ensure that any complaints about project noise are
dealt with properly, staff proposes Condition of Exemption NOISE-2, below.

Linear Facilities

The project’s linear facilities would all be effectively silent in operation. No significant
noise impacts are likely.

Worker Effects

The Applicant recognizes the need to protect plant operating and maintenance
personnel from noise hazards, and has committed to comply with applicable LORS
(MID 2003a, AFE § 8.5.2.1; Table 8.5-4). Signs would be posted in areas of the plant
with noise levels exceeding 85 dBA (the level that OSHA recognizes as a threat to
workers’ hearing), and hearing protection would be required. The Applicant would
implement a comprehensive hearing conservation program.

D. Substantial Temporary Increase in Noise Level: Less Than Significant with
Mitigation Incorporated

General Construction Noise

Applicable LORS (Ripon 2003, § 16.24.020 P) do not limit the loudness of construction
noise, but staff compares the projected noise levels to the ambient. In this case, since
construction is restricted to daytime, it is compared to daytime ambient levels. Because
construction noise varies with time, staff compares it with the ambient Leq level.

The Applicant has prepared an analysis of construction noise impacts, listing predicted
noise levels due to specific types of equipment and of generalized construction activities
(MID 2003a, AFE Table 8.5-13). The predicted plant construction noise levels at
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residential receptor location A, the nearest sensitive receptor, vary from 46 to 57 dBA.
(It should be noted that this is a conservative estimate, as the prediction does not
account for shielding by intervening buildings. Actual noise levels should be lower.)

Compared to the daytime L¢q levels during the four quietest consecutive hours (see
NOISE: Table 3 above), the predicted plant construction noise levels would result in
cumulative noise levels up to 57 dBA, about 12 dBA higher than under the ambient
conditions, at the nearest residence. However, this resulting cumulative noise level is
within normally acceptable limits for short-term noise exposures. Because construction
noise is temporary in nature, and because construction noise will be restricted to
daytime hours, the noise effect of plant construction is considered to be insignificant.

Linear Facilities

Construction of the linear facilities will produce noise, due to the operation of heavy
powered equipment. The Applicant has provided a listing of typical construction
equipment, and the expected noise levels at a reference distance of 50 feet. The use of
powered equipment in proximity to residences will cause increases in ambient noise
levels. However, because the increase in noise levels is of a temporary nature, and
because construction noise will be restricted to daytime hours, the noise effect of linear
facilities construction is considered to be insignificant.

Tonal and Intermittent Noises

One possible source of annoyance would be strong tonal noises. Tonal noises are
individual sounds (such as pure tones) that, while not louder than permissible levels,
stand out in sound quality. The Applicant has indicated that project design will ensure
that no strong tonal noises will be generated during the operation of the project (MID
2003a, AFE § 8.5.4.2).

Worker Effects

The Applicant acknowledges the need to protect construction workers from noise
hazards. The Applicant recognizes the applicable LORS that would protect construction
workers, and commits in general to complying with them (MID 2001a, § 8.5.2.1; Table
8.5-4).

E. Airport Noise Impacts: No Impact

The project is not within an airport zone. Therefore there are no impacts related to noise
near an airport.

F. Private Airstrip Impacts: No Impact

The project is not near a private airstrip, therefore there would be no impacts related to
private airstrips.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Cumulative impacts may be caused if a project would have effects that are individually
limited but cumulatively considerable when viewed together with the effects of related
projects. Only five projects are proposed to occur in the vicinity of the proposed project:

NOISE 11-12 August 2003



' The NuLaid Foods, Inc. Expansion Project (directly north of and adjacent to the
proposed site) is proposed to include the expansion of their current facilities with
additional buildings. The project is currently under review by the City of Ripon and
no approvals have been given or start date determined at this time.

I The City of Ripon Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) station at 240 Doak Blvd has
been approved by the City of Ripon. Completion is expected within 24 months from
start of construction.

f The Aartman Milk Transport Company located at 805 S. Locust Avenue is under
review by the City of Ripon. The proposed expansion of their facilities has not been
approved and a start date for construction is unknown at this time.

' The Lombardy Estates Industrial Park, located on Doak Blvd between South
Stockton Avenue and South Acacia Avenue, was approved by the City of Ripon
Planning Department in December of 2002. The industrial park will consist of eight
industrial parcels. Completion is expected in April 2004.

' The Arrow Asphalt Company, located 441 Doak Road, is under review by the City of
Ripon Planning Department. The proposal is to construct a 2,425 square foot office
building, a 4,000 square foot vehicle repair building, a 4,000 square foot storage
building and a 3,600 square foot storage building.

Cumulative noise impacts could occur if one or more of these projects were constructed
concurrently with the MEGS, and if one or more of these projects were sufficiently near
the MEGS (within %2 mile or so) that the noise from their construction or operation
combined to impact nearby sensitive receptors. While several of the projects listed
above would be located in the vicinity of the MEGS, staff believes they will be
sufficiently separated that combined noise will not create significant impacts on the
residences to the NW. Further, construction noise from multiple projects, being
intermittent in nature, is unlikely to combine to produce significant impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC

Pam Kaefer:

Mrs. Kaefer is concerned that the project site is very near her residence (1/10 mile),
represented by the applicant’s noise monitoring location R. While the nearest boundary
of the site may be that close to her property, the noise centroid of the project (that spot
from which the project’s noise appears to emanate) is farther. From the aerial
photograph (AFC, Figure 8.5-1), Energy Commission staff believe the project noise
centroid is approximately 1,100 feet from noise modeling location R. This puts it slightly
farther from her residence than from those residences at noise monitoring location A, at
1,050 feet.

Daniel J. Lehman

The applicant did not monitor the ambient noise at location R, but subsequently
modeled projected power plant noise at that location, which represents the second
nearest cluster of sensitive receptors (residences). Absent specific ambient noise
monitoring at R, staff have assumed the noise regime at R to be similar to that at
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monitoring location A. In response to this concern, and to verify staff’'s assumption,
Energy Commission staff have commissioned an ambient noise survey at location R, to
take place the week of August 25, 2003.

Robert Sarvey

Mr. Sarvey claims there are sensitive receptors nearer to the project than noise
monitoring location A, at 1,800 feet. In fact, location A, only 1,050 feet from the centroid
of the plant site, represents the nearest residential (i.e., sensitive) receptors, and thus
the receptors likely to receive the greatest noise impact.

Mr. Sarvey points to Appendix A to the testimony, which quotes Karl Kryter. In general,
Mr. Kryter’s claim that a 10 dBA increase “...almost always caused an adverse
community response...” is true. However, in staff's experience, the many
conservatisms inherent in designing noise mitigation for power plants invariably yields a
plant quieter than intended. Therefore, staff has long employed the policy stated in the
testimony, in the last paragraph on page 11-5: “...[N]oise...that causes an increase of
more than 10 dBA,,,is usually considered a significant effect...while an increase from 5
to 10 dBA may be considered significant....” Therefore, staff uses an increase of 10
dBA as the upper bound of an acceptable impact, rather than the lower bound of an
unacceptable impact.

Dana McManus

Ms. McManus operates a business near the project site. Noise from the plant will
comply with City of Ripon LORS, as explained in the testimony. As businesses are
commonly not regarded as sensitive noise receptors, this represents adequate
protection from excess noise.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Energy Commission staff concludes that the MEGS project will be built and operated to
comply with all applicable noise laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards. Energy
Commission staff further concludes that if the MEGS facility were designed as
described above, it is not expected to produce significant adverse noise impacts. To
ensure that such is the case, staff proposes two Conditions of Exemption, below.

PROPOSED CONDITION OF EXEMPTION

NOISE-1 The project design and implementation shall include appropriate noise
mitigation measures adequate to ensure that noise due to operation of the
project will not exceed 57 dBA when measured at residential receivers at noise
monitoring location A or 55 dBA when measured at residential receivers at
noise monitoring location R, and that the noise due to plant operations will
comply with the noise standards of the City of Ripon Noise Element.

No single piece of equipment shall be allowed to stand out as a source of noise
that draws legitimate complaints. The production of pure tones during normal
plant operation is not allowed.
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Within 30 days of the project first achieving a sustained output of 80 percent or
greater of rated capacity, the project owner shall conduct a 25-hour community
noise survey at monitoring locations A and R. The survey during power plant
operations shall also include measurement of one-third octave band sound
pressure levels to ensure that no new pure-tone noise components have been
introduced.

If the results from the noise survey indicate that the noise produced by the
project exceeds 57 dBA at location A or 55 dBA at location R for any given 4-
hour period during the 25-hour period, or that the noise standards of the City of
Ripon Noise Element have been exceeded, mitigation measures shall be
implemented to reduce noise to a level of compliance with these limits. If any
pure tones are present, mitigation measures shall be implemented to eliminate
the pure tones.

Verification:  Within 15 days after completing the survey, the project owner shall
submit a summary report of the survey to the City of Ripon Planning Department, and to
the CPM. Included in the report will be a description of any additional mitigation
measures necessary to achieve compliance with the above listed noise limits, and a
schedule, subject to CPM approval, for implementing these measures. Within 15 days
of completion of installation of these measures, the project owner shall submit to the
CPM a summary report of a new noise survey, performed as described above and
showing compliance with this condition.

NOISE-2 Throughout the construction and operation of the project, the project owner
shall document, investigate, evaluate, and attempt to resolve all project-related
noise complaints. The project owner or authorized agent shall:

 Use the Noise Complaint Resolution Form (below), or functionally
equivalent procedure acceptable to the City of Ripon, to document and
respond to each noise complaint;

1 Attempt to contact the person(s) making the noise complaint within
24 hours;

f Conduct an investigation to determine the source of noise related to the
complaint;

f If the noise is project related, take all feasible measures to reduce the noise
at its source; and

' Submit a report documenting the complaint and the actions taken. The
report shall include: a complaint summary, including final results of noise
reduction efforts; and if obtainable, a signed statement by the complainant
stating that the noise problem is resolved to the complainant’s satisfaction.

Verification:  Within five days of receiving a noise complaint, the project owner shall
file a copy of the Noise Complaint Resolution Form, with the City of Ripon, documenting
the resolution of the complaint. If mitigation is required to resolve a complaint, and the
complaint is not resolved within a three-day period, the project owner shall submit an
updated Noise Complaint Resolution Form when the mitigation is implemented.
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EXHIBIT 1 - NOISE COMPLAINT RESOLUTION FORM

Modesto Irrigation District Electric Generation Station, Ripon
(03-SPPE-1)

NOISE COMPLAINT LOG NUMBER

Complainant’s name and address:

Phone number:

Date complaint received:
Time complaint received:

Nature of noise complaint:

Definition of problem after investigation by plant personnel:

Date complainant first contacted:

Initial noise levels at 3 feet from noise source dBA Date:
Initial noise levels at complainant’s property: dBA Date:
Final noise levels at 3 feet from noise source: dBA Date:
Final noise levels at complainant’s property: dBA Date:

Description of corrective measures taken:

Complainant’s signature: Date:

Approximate installed cost of corrective measures: $
Date installation completed:
Date first letter sent to complainant: (copy attached)
Date final letter sent to complainant: (copy attached)

This information is certified to be correct:

Plant Manager’s Signature:

(Attach additional pages and supporting documentation, as required).
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NOISE APPENDIX A
FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS OF COMMUNITY NOISE

To describe noise environments and to assess impacts on noise sensitive area, a
frequency weighting measure, which simulates human perception, is customarily used.
It has been found that A-weighting of sound intensities best reflects the human ear’s
reduced sensitivity to low frequencies and correlates well with human perceptions of the
annoying aspects of noise. The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) is cited in most noise
criteria. Decibels are logarithmic units that conveniently compare the wide range of
sound intensities to which the human ear is sensitive. Noise Table A1 provides a
description of technical terms related to noise.

Noise environments and consequences of human activities are usually well represented
by an equivalent A-weighted sound level over a given time period (Leq), Or by average
day and night A-weighted sound levels with a nighttime weighting of 10 dBA (Lqn).
Noise levels are generally considered low when ambient levels are below 45 dBA,
moderate in the 45 to 60 dBA range, and high above 60 dBA. Outdoor day-night sound
levels vary over 50 dBA depending on the specific type of land use. Typical Ly, values
might be 35 dBA for a wilderness area, 50 dBA for a small town or wooded residential
area, 65 to 75 dBA for a major metropolis downtown (e.g., San Francisco), and 80 to 85
dBA near a freeway or airport. Although people often accept the higher levels
associated with very noisy urban residential and residential-commercial zones, they
nevertheless are considered to be levels of noise adverse to public health.

Various environments can be characterized by noise levels that are generally
considered acceptable or unacceptable. Lower levels are expected in rural or suburban
areas than what would be expected for commercial or industrial zones. Nighttime
ambient levels in urban environments are about seven decibels lower than the
corresponding average daytime levels. The day-to-night difference in rural areas away
from roads and other human activity can be considerably less. Areas with full-time
human occupation that are subject to nighttime noise, which does not decrease relative
to daytime levels, are often considered objectionable. Noise levels above 45 dBA at
night can result in the onset of sleep interference effects. At 70 dBA, sleep interference
effects become considerable (Effects of Noise on People, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, December 31,1971).

In order to help the reader understand the concept of noise in decibels (dBA), Noise
Table A2 has been provided to illustrate common noises and their associated sound
levels, in dBA.
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Noise Table A1

Definition of Some Technical Terms Related to Noise

Terms

Definitions

Decibel, dB

A unit describing the amplitude of sound, equal to 20 times the logarithm
to the base 10 of the ratio of the pressure of the sound measured to the
reference pressure, which is 20 micropascals (20 micronewtons per
square meter).

Frequency, Hz

The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and
below atmospheric pressure.

A-Weighted Sound Level, dBA

The sound pressure level in decibels as measured on a Sound Level
Meter using the A-weighting filter network. The A-weighting filter de-
emphasizes the very low and very high frequency components of the
sound in a manner similar to the frequency response of the human ear
and correlates well with subjective reactions to noise. All sound levels in
this testimony are A-weighted.

L10, L50, & L90

The A-weighted noise levels that are exceeded 10%, 50%, and 90% of
the time, respectively, during the measurement period. Lgg is generally
taken as the background noise level.

Equivalent Noise Level, Leg

The energy average A-weighted noise level during the Noise Level
measurement period.

Community Noise Equivalent
Level, CNEL

The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 4.8 decibels to levels in the evening from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m.,
and after addition of 10 decibels to sound levels in the night between

10 p.m.and 7 a.m.

Day-Night Level, Ly, or DNL

The Average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained after
addition of 10 decibels to levels measured in the night between 10 p.m.
and 7 a.m.

Ambient Noise Level

The composite of noise from all sources, near and far. The normal or
existing level of environmental noise at a given location.

Intrusive Noise

That noise that intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a
given location. The relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its
amplitude, duration, frequency, and time of occurrence and tonal or
informational content as well as the prevailing ambient noise level.

Pure Tone

A pure tone is defined by the Model Community Noise Control Ordinance
as existing if the one-third octave band sound pressure level in the band
with the tone exceeds the arithmetic average of the two contiguous
bands by 5 decibels (dB) for center frequencies of 500 Hz and above, or
by 8 dB for center frequencies between 160 Hz and 400 Hz, or by 15 dB
for center frequencies less than or equal to 125 Hz.

Source: Guidelines for the Preparation and Content of Noise Elements of the General Plan, Model
Community Noise Control Ordinance, California Department of Health Services 1976, 1977.
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Noise Table A2

Typical Environmental and Industry Sound Levels

Noise Source (at distance) A-Weighted Sound Noise Environment Subjective
Level in Decibels (dBA) Impression
Civil Defense Siren (100" 140-130 Pain
Threshold
Jet Takeoff (200" 120 Very Loud
Very Loud Music 110 Rock Music Concert
Pile Driver (50" 100
Ambulance Siren (100") 90 Boiler Room
Freight Cars (50" 85
Pneumatic Drill (50") 80 Printing Press Loud
Kitchen with Garbage
Disposal Running
Freeway (100') 70 Moderately
Loud
Vacuum Cleaner (100" 60 Data Processing Center
Department Store/Office
Light Traffic (100") 50 Private Business Office
Large Transformer (200" 40 Quiet
Soft Whisper (5") 30 Quiet Bedroom
20 Recording Studio
10 Threshold of

Hearing

Source: Handbook of Noise Measurement, Arnold P.G. Peterson, 1980

Subjective Response to Noise

The adverse effects of noise on people can be classified into three general categories:

I Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, dissatisfaction.

 Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, and learning.

 Physiological effects such as anxiety or hearing loss.

The sound levels associated with environmental noise, in almost every case, produce
effects only in the first two categories. Workers in industrial plants can experience noise
effects in the last category. There is no completely satisfactory way to measure the
subjective effects of noise, or of the corresponding reactions of annoyance and
dissatisfaction, primarily because of the wide variation in individual tolerance of noise.

One way to determine a person's subjective reaction to a new noise is to compare the
level of the existing (background) noise, to which one has become accustomed, with the
level of the new noise. In general, the more the level or the tonal variations of a new
noise exceed the previously existing ambient noise level or tonal quality, the less

acceptable the new noise will be, as judged by the exposed individual.
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With regard to increases in A-weighted noise levels, knowledge of the following
relationships can be helpful in understanding the significance of human exposure to
noise.

Except under special conditions, a change in sound level of one dB cannot be
perceived.

Outside of the laboratory, a three dB change is considered a barely noticeable
difference.

A change in level of at least five dB is required before any noticeable change in
community response would be expected.

A ten dB change is subjectively heard as an approximate doubling in loudness and
almost always causes an adverse community response. (Kryter, Karl D., The
Effects of Noise on Man, 1970)

Combination of Sound Levels

People perceive both the level and frequency of sound in a non-linear way. A doubling
of sound energy (for instance, from two identical automobiles passing simultaneously)
creates a three dB increase (i.e., the resultant sound level is the sound level from a
single passing automobile plus three dB). The rules for decibel addition used in
community noise prediction are:

Noise Table A3
Addition of Decibel Values

When two decibel
values differ by:

Add the following
amount to the

larger value
Oto1dB 3dB
2to3dB 2dB
4t09dB 1dB
10 dB or more 0

Figures in this table are accurate to + 1 dB.

Source: Architectural Acoustics, M. David Egan, 1988

Sound and Distance
Doubling the distance from a noise source reduces the sound pressure level by six dB.

Increasing the distance from a noise source ten times reduces the sound pressure level
by 20 dB.

Worker Protection

OSHA noise regulations are designed to protect workers against the effects of noise
exposure, and list permissible noise level exposure as a function of the amount of time
to which the worker is exposed:
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Noise Table A4
OSHA Worker Noise Exposure Standards

Duration of Noise

A-Weighted Noise Level

(Hrs/day) (dBA)
8.0 90
6.0 92
4.0 95
3.0 97
2.0 100
1.5 102
1.0 105
0.5 110
0.25 115

Source: 29 C.F.R. § 1910.95
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PUBLIC HEALTH

Testimony of Ramesh Sundareswaran

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of staff's public health analysis is to determine if toxic air contaminants
from the proposed MID Electric Generation Station (MEGS) project will have the
potential to cause significant adverse public health impacts. If potentially significant
health impacts are identified, staff will evaluate mitigation measures to reduce such
impacts to insignificant levels. The section is organized to include a description of the
method for analyzing potential health impacts and the criteria used to determine their
significance, a summary of the MEGS project along with discussions regarding selected
checklist items with respect to the topical areas of concern. It concludes with staff’s
recommended conditions of exemption to monitor and mitigate the project, as needed.

METHOD OF ANALYSIS

Staff is concerned about toxic air contaminants to which the public could be exposed
during project construction and routine operation. Following the release of toxic
contaminants into the air or water, people may come into contact with them through
inhalation, dermal contact, or ingestion via contaminated food or water.

Air pollutants for which no air quality standards have been set are called noncriteria
pollutants. Unlike criteria pollutants such as ozone, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, or
nitrogen dioxide, noncriteria pollutants have no ambient (outdoor) air quality standards
that specify levels considered safe for everyone.

Since noncriteria pollutants do not have such standards, a process known as health risk
assessment is used to determine if people might be exposed to those types of
pollutants at unhealthy levels. The risk assessment procedure consists of the following
steps:

1. Identify the types and amounts of hazardous substances that the MEGS project
could emit to the environment.

2. Estimate worst-case concentrations of project emissions in the environment using
dispersion modeling.

3. Estimate amounts of pollutants to which people could be exposed through
inhalation, ingestion, and dermal contact.

4. Characterize potential health risks by comparing worst-case exposure to safe
standards based on known health effects.

Initially, a screening level risk assessment is performed using simplified assumptions
that are intentionally biased toward protection of public health. That is, an analysis is
designed that overestimates public health impacts from exposure to project emissions.
In reality, it is likely that the actual risks from the power plant will be much lower than the
risks, which are estimated by the screening level assessment. This is accomplished by
examining conditions that would lead to the highest, or worst-case risks, and then using
those in the study. Such conditions include:
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f using the highest levels of pollutants that could be emitted from the plant;

{ assuming weather conditions that would lead to the maximum ambient concentration
of pollutants;

f using the type of air quality computer model which predicts the greatest plausible
impacts;

f calculating health risks at the location where the pollutant concentrations are
calculated to be the highest;

f using health-based standards designed to protect the most sensitive members of the
population (i.e., the young, elderly, and those with respiratory illnesses); and

f assuming that an individual’'s exposure to cancer-causing agents occurs for 70
years.

A screening level risk assessment will, at a minimum, include the potential health effects
from inhaling hazardous substances. Some facilities may also emit certain substances
which could present a health hazard from non-inhalation pathways of exposure (see
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) 1993, Table IlI-5). When
these substances are present in facility emissions, the screening level analysis includes
the following additional exposure pathways: soil ingestion, dermal exposure, and
mother’s milk (CAPCOA 1993, p. IlI-19).

The risk assessment process addresses three categories of health impacts: acute
(short-term) health effects, chronic (long-term) noncancer effects, and cancer risk (also
long-term). Acute health effects result from short-term (1-hour) exposure to relatively
high concentrations of pollutants. Acute effects are temporary in nature, and include
symptoms such as irritation of the eyes, skin, and respiratory tract.

Chronic health effects are those which arise as a result of long term exposure to lower
concentrations of pollutants. The exposure period is considered to be approximately
from ten to one hundred percent of a lifetime (from seven to seventy years). Chronic
health effects include diseases such as reduced lung function and heart disease.

The analysis for noncancer health effects compares the maximum project contaminant
levels to safe levels called “reference exposure levels” or RELs. These are amounts of
toxic substances to which even sensitive people can be exposed and suffer no adverse
health effects (CAPCOA 1993, p. lllI-36). These exposure levels are designed to protect
the most sensitive individuals in the population, such as infants, the aged, and people
suffering from illness or disease which makes them more sensitive to the effects of toxic
substance exposure. The RELs are based on the most sensitive adverse health effect
reported in the medical and toxicological literature, and include margins of safety. The
margin of safety addresses uncertainties associated with inconclusive scientific and
technical information available at the time of standard setting and is meant to provide a
reasonable degree of protection against hazards that research has not yet identified.
The margin of safety is designed to prevent pollution levels that have been
demonstrated to be harmful, as well as to prevent lower pollutant levels that may pose
an unacceptable risk of harm, even if the risk is not precisely identified as to nature or
degree. Health protection is achieved if the estimated worst-case exposure is below the
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relevant reference exposure level. In such a case, an adequate margin of safety exists
between the predicted exposure and the estimated threshold dose for toxicity.

Exposure to multiple toxic substances may result in health effects that are equal to, less
than, or greater than effects resulting from exposure to the individual chemicals. Only a
small fraction of the thousands of potential combinations of chemicals have been tested
for the health effects of combined exposures. In conformance with CAPCOA guidelines,
the health risk assessment assumes that the effects of each substance are additive for
a given organ system (CAPCOA 1993, p. llI-37). In those cases where the actions may
be synergistic (where the effects are greater than the sum), this approach may
underestimate the health impact (Id).

For carcinogenic substances, the health assessment considers the risk of developing
cancer and assumes that continuous exposure to the cancer-causing substance occurs
over a 70-year lifetime. The risk that is calculated is not meant to project the actual
expected incidence of cancer, but rather a theoretical upper-bound number based on
worst-case assumptions. In reality, the risk is generally too small to actually be
measured. For example, the ten in one million significant risk level represents a ten in
one million increase in the normal risk of developing cancer over a lifetime, at whatever
location is estimated to have the worst-case risk.

Cancer risk is expressed in chances per million, and is a function of the maximum
expected pollutant concentration, the probability that a particular pollutant will cause
cancer (called “potency factors”, and established by the California Office of
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment), and the length of the exposure period.
Cancer risks for each carcinogen are added to yield total cancer risk. The conservative
nature of the screening assumptions used means that actual cancer risks are likely to
be lower or even considerably lower than those estimated.

The screening analysis is performed to assess worst-case risks to public health
associated with the proposed project. If the screening analysis predicts no significant
risks, then no further analysis is required. However, if risks are above the significance
level, then further analysis, using more realistic site-specific assumptions would be
performed to obtain a more accurate assessment of potential public health risks.

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Commission staff determines the health effects of exposure to toxic emissions based on
impacts to the maximum exposed individual. This is a person hypothetically exposed to
project emissions at a location where the highest ambient impacts were calculated
using worst-case assumptions, as described above.

As described earlier, noncriteria pollutants are evaluated for short-term (acute) and
long-term (chronic) noncancer health effects, as well as cancer (long-term) health
effects. Significance of project health impacts is determined separately for each of the
three categories.

Acute and Chronic Noncancer Health Effects

Staff assesses the significance of noncancer health effects by calculating a “hazard
index.” A hazard index is a ratio comparing exposure from facility emissions to the
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reference (safe) exposure level. A ratio of less than one signifies that the worst-case
exposure is below the safe level. The hazard index for every toxic substance which has
the same type of health effect is added to yield a total hazard index. The total hazard
index is calculated separately for acute and chronic effects. A total hazard index of less
than one indicates that cumulative worst-case exposures are less than the reference
exposure levels (safe levels). Under these conditions, health protection is likely to be
achieved, even for sensitive members of the population. In such a case, staff presumes
that there would be no significant noncancer project-related public health impacts.

Cancer Risk

Staff relied upon regulations implementing the provisions of Proposition 65, the Safe
Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986 (Health & Safety Code, §§ 25249.5
et seq.) for guidance to determine a cancer risk significance level. Title 22, California
Code of Regulations, § 12703(b) states that “the risk level which represents no
significant risk shall be one which is calculated to result in one excess case of cancer in
an exposed population of 100,000, assuming lifetime exposure.” This level of risk is
equivalent to a cancer risk of ten in one million, or 10x10°. An important distinction is
that the Proposition 65 significance level applies separately to each cancer-causing
substance, whereas staff determines significance based on the total risk from all
cancer-causing chemicals. Thus, the manner in which the significance level is applied
by staff is more conservative (health-protective) than that which applies to Proposition
65.

The significant risk level of ten in one million is consistent with the level of significance
adopted by the SUIVAPCD pursuant to Health and Safety Code § 44362(b), which
requires notification of nearby residents when an air district determines that there is a
significant health risk from a facility. The recommended threshold of significant impact
for emitted hazardous air pollutants is 10 in one million. In general, SUJVAPCD would not
approve a project with a cancer risk exceeding ten in one million.

As noted earlier, the initial risk analysis for a project is typically performed at a
screening level, which is designed to overstate actual risks, so that health protection
can be ensured. When a screening analysis shows cancer risks to be above the
significance level refined assumptions would likely result in a lower, more realistic risk
estimate? If facility risk, based on refined assumptions, exceeds the significance level of
ten in one million, staff would require appropriate measures to reduce risk to less than
significant. If, after all risk reduction measures had been considered, a refined analysis
identifies a cancer risk greater than ten in one million, staff would deem such risk to be
significant, and would not recommend project approval.

SETTING

This section describes the environment in the vicinity of the MEGS project from the
public health perspective. Features of the natural environment, such as meteorology
and terrain, affect the project’s potential for causing impacts on public health. An
emissions plume from a facility may affect elevated areas before lower terrain areas,
due to a reduced opportunity for atmospheric mixing. Consequently, areas of elevated
terrain can often be subjected to increased pollutant impacts. Also, the types of land use
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near a site influence the surrounding population distribution and density which, in turn,
affects public exposure to project emissions. Additional factors affecting potential public
health impact include existing air quality and environmental site contamination.

SITE AND VICINITY DESCRIPTION

The proposed site will comprise approximately eight acres of a twelve-acre parcel in an
industrial area in the city of Ripon, California. It is located at the intersection of Doak
Boulevard and South Stockton Avenue.The site topography is relatively flat, with an
average elevation of 62 feet above mean sea level (MID 2003a).

Currently, land at the proposed site is classified as industrial land. The surrounding land
is also generally industrial.

As mentioned above, the location of sensitive receptors near the proposed site is an
important factor in considering potential public health impacts. There are no public
health sensitive receptors such as residences, schools, medical facilities, and places of
worship within one-fourth mile of the site. Small Power Plant Exemption (SPPE) Figure
8.6-1 shows sensitive receptors within a 3-mile radius of the project site.

METEOROLOGY

Meteorological conditions, including wind speed, wind direction, and atmospheric
stability, affect the extent to which pollutants are dispersed into ambient air as well as
the direction of pollutant transport. This, in turn, affects the level of public exposure to
emitted pollutants and associated health risks. When wind speeds are low and the
atmosphere is stable, for example, dispersion is reduced and localized exposure may
be increased.

The climate at the project site is dominated by the influence of mountains on three sides
and the Pacific high-pressure system, which is a semi-permanent, subtropical high-
pressure system located off the coast. The size and strength of the Pacific high is at a
maximum during the summer, when it is at its northernmost position, and results in
strong northwesterly air flow and negligible precipitation. During this period, inversions
become strong, winds are light, and the pollution potential is high. The Pacific high’'s
influence weakens during the fall and winter when it moves southwestward, which
allows storms from the Gulf of Alaska to reach northern California. About 80 percent of
the region’s annual rainfall occurs between November and March. During the winter,
inversions are weak, winds often moderate, and the potential for air pollution is low.

Atmospheric stability is a measure related to turbulence, or the ability of the atmosphere
to disperse pollutants due to convective air movement. Mixing heights (the height above
ground level through which the air is well mixed and in which pollutants can be
dispersed) are lower during mornings due to temperature inversions and increase
during the warmer afternoons. Staff’s Air Quality section presents more detailed
meteorological data.

EXISTING AIR QUALITY

The proposed site is within the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (SJVAPCD), which includes all or portions of San Joaquin, Stanislaus,
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Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern counties. The California Air
Resources Board conducts toxic air contaminant monitoring in San Joaquin Valley.

By combining average toxic concentration levels with cancer risk factors specific to each
contaminant, lifetime cancer risk can be calculated to provide a background risk level for
inhalation of ambient air.

The toxic air monitoring station closest to the MEGS project is on Fourteenth Street in
Modesto. Based on levels of toxic air contaminants measured at this station in 1999, the
background cancer risk for this location is 163 in one million (CARB 2001). For
comparison purposes, it should be noted that the overall lifetime cancer risk for the
average individual in the USA is about 1 in 4, or 250,000 in a million.

SITE CONTAMINATION

Site disturbances will occur during facility construction from excavation, grading, and
earth moving. Such activities have the potential to adversely affect public health through
various mechanisms, such as the creation of airborne dust, material being carried off-
site through soil erosion, and uncovering buried hazardous substances.

A Phase Il Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was conducted to define the extent of
suspected pesticide contamination at the site (DTSC 2003a & b, MID 2003q). No
pesticides were identified above target risk levels that constitute an actual or potential
endangerment to health. No additional sampling or remediation is therefore warranted
at the site. Please see the Waste Management section of this Initial Study for details.

Potentially Less than Less Than No Impact
Significant Significant Significant
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST | mpact ith Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

AIR QUALITY — Would the project cause the surrounding population to be exposed to
airborne diseases and/or toxic air contaminants at levels hazardous to health during:

Construction X

Operations X

ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

The proposed MEGS project would be considered to have significant impacts related to
public health if it would:

f cause the surrounding population to be exposed to airborne diseases and/or toxic air
contaminants at levels that cause hazardous health effects.
The basis for the outcome provided in the checklist is discussed below.

Construction

Potential risks to public health during construction may be associated with exposure to
toxic substances in contaminated soil disturbed during site preparation, as well as from
heavy equipment operation. Criteria pollutant impacts from the operation of heavy

PUBLIC HEALTH 12-6 August 2003



equipment and particulate matter from earth moving are examined in staff’'s Air Quality
analysis.

As described above and in the Waste Management section, a Phase Il ESA is currently
under way to delineate the extent of potential onsite contamination.

The operation of construction equipment will result in air emissions from diesel-fueled
engines. Although diesel exhaust contains criteria pollutants such as nitrogen oxides,
carbon monoxide, and sulfur oxides, it also includes a complex mixture of thousands of
gases and fine particles. These particles are primarily composed of aggregates of
spherical carbon particles coated with organic and inorganic substances. Diesel exhaust
contains over 40 substances that are listed by the U.S. EPA as hazardous air pollutants
and by the Air Resources Board (ARB) as toxic air contaminants.

Exposure to diesel exhaust causes both short- and long-term adverse health effects.
Short-term effects can include increased cough, labored breathing, chest tightness,
wheezing, and eye and nasal irritation. Long-term effects can include increased
coughing, chronic bronchitis, reductions in lung function, and inflammation of the lung.
Epidemiological studies also strongly suggest a causal relationship between
occupational diesel exhaust exposure and lung cancer.

Based on a number of health effects studies, the Scientific Review Panel on Toxic Air
Contaminants (SRP) recommended a chronic REL (see REL discussion in Method of
Analysis section above) for diesel exhaust particulate matter of 5 pg/m? and a cancer
unit risk factor of 3x10-4 (ug/m*)" (SRP 1998, p. 6). The SRP did not recommend a
value for an acute REL, since available data in support of a value was deemed
insufficient. On August 27, 1998, the ARB listed particulate emissions from diesel-fueled
engines as a toxic air contaminant and approved SRP’s recommendations regarding
health effect levels.

Construction of the MEGS project is anticipated to take place over a period of ten
months. As noted earlier, assessment of chronic (long-term) health effects assumes
continuous exposure to toxic substances over a significantly longer time period, typically
from seven to seventy years.

SPPE Application Table 8.1F-2 and Appendix 8.1F present exhaust emissions from
construction activities. Diesel emissions are generated from sources such as trucks,
graders, cranes, welding machines, electric generators, air compressors, and water
pumps. The maximum carcinogenic risk due to exposure to diesel emissions during
construction activities is estimated to be approximately 4.8 in one million, which is below
the 10 in one million level considered to be significant by staff and under the SUVAPCD
guidelines.

In order to mitigate potential impacts from particulate emissions during the operation of
diesel-powered construction equipment, Air Quality staff recommends the use of ultra
low sulfur diesel fuel and the use of 1996 U.S. EPA certified diesel engines. As
mentioned earlier, there are no sensitive receptors within one-fourth mile of the site. The
impacts from diesel construction equipment typically occur within a very short distance
of its operation, often within the fenceline of a project.
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Operation

Emissions Sources

The emissions sources at the proposed MEGS project include two simple cycle gas
turbines, cooling tower, and possibly a spray dryer, depending on the type of zero liquid
discharge system selected during the final design stage. During operation, potential
public health risks are related to natural gas combustion emissions from the gas
turbines and trace contaminants present in the raw, non —potable water being emitted
through the cooling tower and spray dryer.

As noted earlier, the first step in a health risk assessment is to identify potentially toxic
compounds that may be emitted from the facility.

Table 8.6-3 of the SPPE lists noncriteria pollutants that may be emitted from MEGS’s
project. Table 8.6-4 of the SPPE lists toxicity values used to characterize cancer and
noncancer health impacts from project pollutants. The toxicity values include reference
exposure levels, which are used to calculate short-term and long-term noncancer health
effects, and cancer unit risks, which are used to calculate the lifetime risk of developing
cancer, as published in the CAPCOA Guidelines (CAPCOA 1993). Public Health Table
1 lists toxic emissions and itemizes the potential health impacts of each. For example,
the first row shows that oral exposure to acetaldehyde is not of concern, but if inhaled,
may have cancer and chronic (long-term) noncancer health effects, but not acute (short-
term) effects.

Emissions Levels

Once potential emissions are identified, the first step is to quantify them by conducting a
“‘worst case” analysis. Maximum hourly emissions are required to calculate acute (one-
hour) noncancer health effects, while estimates of maximum emissions on an annual
basis are required to calculate cancer and chronic (long-term) noncancer health effects.
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PUBLIC HEALTH Table 1
Types of Health Impacts and Exposure Routes Attributed to Combustion-
Related Toxic Emissions

Substance Oral Cancer Oral Inhalation Noncan_cer Noncancer
Noncancer Cancer (Chronic) (Acute)

Acetaldehyde v v
Acrolein v v
Ammonia v v
Benzene v v
1,3-Butadiene v
Ethylbenzene v
Hexane v
Formaldehyde v v v
Napthalene v v
PAHs v v
Propylene 4
Propylene 4 v v
oxide
Toluene v
Xylene v v
Diesel v v
Particulate

Source: SPPE Table 8.6-4 using reference exposure levels and cancer unit risks from CAPCOA Air Toxics “Hot
Spots” Program Revised 1992 Risk Assessment Guidelines, October 1993

The next step in the health risk assessment process is to estimate the ambient
concentrations of toxic substances. For the MEGS facility, air dispersion modeling was
used to estimate the ambient concentrations of facility toxic emissions. Finally, the
ambient concentrations were used in conjunction with RELs and cancer unit risk factors
to estimate health effects, which might occur from exposure to facility emissions.
Exposure pathways, or ways in which people might come into contact with toxic
substances, include inhalation, dermal (through the skin) absorption, soil ingestion,
consumption of locally grown plant foods, and mother’s milk.

The above method of assessing health effects is consistent with the California Air
Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) Air Toxics “Hot Spot” Program
Revised 1992 Risk Assessment Guidelines (October 1993) referred to earlier, and
results in the following health risk estimates.

Impacts

The screening health risk assessment for the project, including combustion and
noncombustion emissions, resulted in a maximum acute hazard index of 0.02. The
chronic hazard index at the point of maximum impact is 0.002. As Public Health Table
2 shows, both acute and chronic hazard indices are under the reference exposure level
of 1.0, indicating that no short- or long-term adverse health effects are expected.
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Total worst-case individual cancer risk from facility operation as shown in Public Health
Table 2 is estimated to be 0.22 in one million. As discussed earlier, this is the risk at the
location where long-term pollutant concentrations are calculated to be the highest.

PUBLIC HEALTH Table 2
Operation Hazard/Risk

Type of Hazard/Risk InZI:)z(;al;idsk Significance Level Significant?
Acute Noncancer 0.02 1.0 No
Chronic Noncancer 0.002 1.0 No
Individual Cancer 0.22x10° 10 x 10° No

Source: MID2003a, Table 8.1-29

Cooling Tower

In addition to toxic air contaminants, the possibility exists for bacterial growth to occur in the
cooling tower, including Legionella. Legionella is a type of bacteria that grows in water (optimal
temperature of 37 C) and causes Legionellosis, otherwise known as Legionnaires’ disease.
Untreated or inadequately treated cooling systems in the United States have been correlated
with outbreaks of Legionellosis. These outbreaks are usually associated with building heating,
ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems but it is possible for growth to occur in
industrial cooling towers. In fact, Legionella bacteria have been found in drift droplets. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) published an extensive review of Legionella in a
human health criteria document (EPA 1999). The U.S. EPA noted that Legionella survival is
enhanced by symbiotic relationships with other microorganisms, particularly in biofilms (layers
of bacteria that are typically loosely attached to a surface) and that aerosol-generating systems
such as cooling towers can aid in the transmission of Legionella from water to air. Numerous
outbreaks of Legionellosis have been linked to cooling towers and evaporative condensers in
hospitals, hotels, and public buildings, clearly establishing these water sources as habitats for
Legionella. Kool et al (2000) found that Legionella was detected in water systems of 11 of 12
hospitals in San Antonio, Texas. Interestingly, the number of legionnaires' disease cases in
each hospital correlated better with the proportion of water-system sites that tested positive for
Legionella (p=0.07) than with the concentration of Legionella bacteria in water systems
(p=0.23). ). According to the EPA, in most cases, disease outbreaks resulting from Legionella
aerosolizations have involved indoor exposure or outdoor exposure within 200 meters
(approximately 650 feet) of the source. The U.S. EPA has inadequate quantitative data on the
infectivity of Legionella in humans to prepare a dose-response evaluation. Therefore, sufficient
information is not available to support a quantitative characterization of the threshold infective
dose of Legionella. Thus, the presence of even small numbers of Legionella bacteria presents
a risk - however small - of disease in humans. The U.S. EPA also published a Legionella
Drinking Water Health Advisory (EPA 2001) noting that there are several control methods for
disinfecting water in cooling systems, including thermal (super heat and flush),
hyperchlorination, copper-silver ionization, ultraviolet light sterilization, ozonation, and
instantaneous steam heating systems.

One technical paper (Addiss, David, et al. 1989) describes cases of Legionnaires’
Disease due to cooling tower drift in a town in Wisconsin in the summer of 1986. The
authors noted that of five cooling towers in the area, the tower associated with the
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Legionnaires’ disease was the only one that did not use chemical biocides.
Furthermore, the cooling tower was “old” (built before 1986) and the water temperature
was 41 C, which is in the middle of the “active growth” range of 25-55 C for Legionella.
There were no problems caused by the other four cooling towers, which treated their
cooling water. Another technical paper (Bhopal, R.S., et al. 1991) addressed the relative
risk of contacting Legionnaires’ Disease when living in the proximity of cooling towers.
The relative risk of 3.0 within 0.5 Km (approximately 1650 feet) of the cooling tower
drops to a risk of 1.19 at distances of 0.5-0.75 Km (approximately 1650-2500 feet) of
the cooling tower. Placed into context of the proposed MEGS project, the distance to
the nearest residential receptor is more than 5200 feet. In conclusion, these two articles
provide evidence that older cooling towers with untreated water can be a source of
Legionella, but that if chemical biocides are used or residences are located further than
approximately 2500 feet away, the risks of contracting Legionnaires’ disease would be
very low.

A paper presented at the 1978 annual meeting of the Cooling Technology Institute (CTI)
notes that aerosol particles or droplets larger than 600 micrometers would be expected
to fall to the surface within a few hundred meters of the cooling tower (Adams, Paul A.
and Lewis, Barbara 1978). Drift eliminators would remove these larger aerosol particles
down to a size of about 100 - 200 micrometers. These small particles may be expected
to travel long distances downwind in the diffusing cooling tower plume. Bacterial aerosol
concentrations in the vicinity of and downwind of cooling towers are affected by: quality
of makeup water, type of biofouling control, effect of biological oxygen demand (BOD) in
makeup water, wind speed, height of tower, speed and efficiency of the vent fans,
stability of the atmosphere and temperature differential between exit and ambient air.
The potential public health hazard from microbial aerosols within a cooling tower plume
is difficult to estimate.

Another paper presented at the 1982 CTIl annual meeting (Tyndall R.L. 1982) discussed
the profiles and infectivity of Legionella bacteria populations in cooling towers. A survey
of both industrial and air conditioning cooling towers was conducted for the presence of
this bacterium which showed that while the majority of cooling water tested contained
more than 10,000 bacteria per liter of water, chlorine can be effective in controlling
Legionella concentrations in some cooling towers. The authors concluded that
generalizations concerning the content and serotypic profiles of Legionella in cooling
towers at any given site cannot be made and that each cooling tower needs to be
individually assessed. It also appears that some biocides routinely used to control
bacteria in cooling tower waters are not always effective against Legionella.

In 2000, the CTl issued its own report and guidelines for the best practices for control of
Legionella (CTI 2000). The CTI found that 40-60 percent of industrial cooling towers
tested was found to contain Legionella. It estimated that more than 4,000 deaths per
year are believed to occur from Legionellosis (from all sources, not limited to industrial
cooling towers), but only about 1,000 are reported. The CTI listed no reference or
supportive data for this assertion, however. It also noted that continuous chlorine- or
bromine-based biocide free residuals of 0.5 to 1.0 ppm in the cooling tower hot return
water have been recommended by many agencies and that biodispersants and
biodetergents may aid in the penetration, removal, and dispersion of the which often
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builds up on the inside of pipes. Furthermore, the use of these dispersants and
detergents often increases the efficacy of the biocide.

To minimize the risk from Legionella, the CTI noted that consensus recommendations
included minimization of water stagnation, minimization of process leads into the cooling
system that provide nutrients for bacteria, maintenance of overall system cleanliness,
the application of scale and corrosion inhibitors as appropriate, the use high-efficiency
mist eliminators on cooling towers, and the overall general control of microbiological
populations.

Nalepa, et al (2002) researched the effectiveness of bromine-based biocides on
microbial biofilms and biofilm-associated Legionella Pneumophila. Biofilms in cooling
systems contribute to a reduction in heat transfer, increase in energy consumption,
increase in corrosion, and an increase in health risk. The authors noted that world-wide,
deadly outbreaks of Legionnaires’ disease continue to take place with regularity despite
a growing list of published guidelines and recommended practices by CTl and other
industry groups and governmental agencies. The results of studies indicate that the
bromine-based biocides may be more effective than chlorine-based biocides against
aged, more difficult to kill biofilms. However, the authors concluded that when properly
applied, oxidizing biocides could be part of an overall water treatment program that
incorporates effective microbiological control, scale, and corrosion inhibition strategies
together with regular maintenance practices.

Good preventive maintenance is very important in the efficient operation of cooling
towers and other evaporative equipment (ASHRAE 1998). Preventive maintenance
includes having effective drift eliminators, periodically cleaning the system if
appropriate, maintaining mechanical components in working order, and maintaining an
effective water treatment program with appropriate biocide concentrations. Staff notes
that most water treatment programs are designed to minimize scale, corrosion, and
biofouling and not to control Legionella.

In summary, the scientific and technical trade literature are replete with examples of
Legionella bacterium present in industrial cooling towers, other building HVAC systems,
and indeed, surface waters throughout the world. Health experts have not found a
concentration of this bacterium which would not present some risk of infection to the
public, that is, a concentration in water below which would be deemed totally “safe”.
Evidence supports the fact that despite water temperature and biocide control, a thin
“pbio-film” can form on the inside walls of piping and serve to protect the bacteria from
the biocide and temperature variations. Additional chemical additives, mechanical
removal, and/or “back-flushing” of the system can be used to remove this bio-film.
Despite these facts, it is clear than outbreaks of Legionnaire’s disease caused by
Legionella bacteria are rare and are due most likely to sources other than modern
industrial cooling towers that utilized biocides and that if biofilm formation is under
control, Legionella will be restricted to negligible levels.

The following management strategies are directed at minimizing colonization,
amplification within the equipment, or both (ASHRAE 1998 and 2000):

1 Avoid piping that is capped and has no flow (dead legs).
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. Control input water temperature to avoid temperature ranges where Legionella grow.
Keep cold water below 25 C (77 F) and hot water above 55 C (131 F).

 Apply biocides in accordance with label dosages to control growth of other bacteria,
algae, and protozoa that may contribute to nutritional needs of Legionella. Rotating
biocides and using different control methods is recommended. These include
thermal shock, oxidizing biocides, chlorine-based oxidants and ozone treatment.

f Conduct routine periodic “back-flushes” to remove bio-film buildup on the inside
walls of the pipes.

The Applicant has proposed the use of sodium bromide as a cooling tower biocide. It's
efficacy, however, in ensuring that bacterial and in particular Legionella growth, is kept
to a minimum is contingent upon a number of factors including but not limited to proper
dosage amounts, appropriate application procedures and effective monitoring. Staff has
therefore proposed Condition of Exemption Public Health-1 that would require the
project owner to prepare and implement a biocide and anti-biological growth agent-
monitoring program. The program would ensure that proper levels of biocide and other
agents are maintained within the cooling tower water at all times, that periodic
measurements of Legionella levels are conducted, and that periodic cleaning is
conducted to remove bio-film buildup. Staff believes that with the use of an aggressive
antibacterial program coupled with routine monitoring and bacteria removal, the
chances of Legionella growing and dispersing would be reduced to insignificancant.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The maximum impact location occurs where pollutant concentrations from MEGS
project would theoretically be the highest. Even at this location, staff does not expect
any significant change in lifetime risk to any person, and the increase of 0.22 in a million
does not represent any real contribution to the average lifetime cancer risk of 250,000 in
a million. Modeled facility-related risks are lower at all other locations, and actual risks
are expected to be much lower, since worst-case estimates are based on conservative
assumptions, and overstate the true magnitude of the risk expected. Therefore, staff
does not consider the incremental impact of the additional risk posed by the MEGS
project to be either significant or cumulatively considerable.

The worst-case chronic noncancer health impact from the MEGS project (0.002 hazard
index) is well below the significance level of 1.0 at the location of maximum impact.
Similarly, the worst-case acute health impact of 0.02 is below the significance level of
1.0. At these levels, staff does not expect any cumulative health impacts to be
significant. As with cancer risk, long-term hazard would be lower at all other locations
and cumulative impacts at other locations would also be less than significant (MID
2003s).

Even in the unlikely event that worst-case emissions from an existing facility were to
coincide both geographically and temporally with MEGS emissions at the location of
maximum impact, the overall long-term health outlook would not change for anyone.
Thus, the MEGS project will not result in any significant cumulative cancer or chronic
noncancer health impacts.
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ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Staff has reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the minority population is less
than 50 percent within a six-mile radius of the proposed MEGS project (please refer to
Socioeconomics Figure 1 in this Initial Study). However, as indicated in
Socioeconomics Figure 1, there are multiple census blocks with greater than 50 percent
minority persons within the six-mile radius are. Staff considers these to be pockets or
clusters. Staff also reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the low-income
population is less than fifty percent within the same radius.

Based on the Public Health analysis, which included consideration of information
supplied by participants at staff workshops, staff has not identified significant direct or
cumulative impacts resulting from the construction or operation of the project and,
therefore, there are no public health environmental justice issues related to this project.

CONCLUSIONS

Staff has analyzed potential public health risks associated with construction and
operation of the MEGS project. Staff does not expect there to be any significant adverse
cancer, or short- or long-term noncancer health effects from project emissions.

Implementation of staff's proposed Condition of Exemption would also ensure that the
risk of Legionella growth and dispersion is reduced to less than significant.

PROPOSED CONDITION OF EXEMPTION

Public Health-1: The project owner shall develop and implement a cooling tower Biocide Use,
Biofilm Prevention, and Legionella Control Program to ensure that cooling tower
bacterial growth is controlled. The Program shall be consistent with CEC’s guidelines
or the Cooling Tower Institute’s guidelines for control of Legionella.

Verification: At least 30 days prior to the commencement of cooling tower operations, the
Biocide Use, Biofilm Prevention, and Legionella Control Program to the CPM for review and
approval.
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SOCIOECONOMICS

Testimony of Amanda Stennick

INTRODUCTION

California Energy Commission (Energy Commission) staff socioeconomic impact
analysis evaluates the project induced changes on community services and/or
infrastructure and related community issues such as Environmental Justice (EJ) and
facility closure. Direct, indirect, induced, and cumulative impacts are also included.
Staff discusses the estimated impacts of the construction and operation of the Modesto
Irrigation District (MID) Electric Generation Station (MEGS) project on local
communities, community resources, and public services, pursuant to Title 14, California
Code of Regulations, Section 15131. The MEGS project power plant, will be owned,
and operated by MID, a public agency.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS (LORS)

CALIFORNIA GOVERNMENT CODE, SECTIONS 65996-65997

As amended by SB 50 (Stats. 1998, ch. 407, sec.23), these sections state that public
agencies may not impose fees, charges, or other financial requirements to offset the
cost for school facilities.

SETTING

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

The project site is located in the City of Ripon in San Joaquin County. The City of Ripon
is within a mile of Stanislaus County, so the study area will consist of the City of Ripon,
and San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties.

Adjacent to the nine-county Bay Area, San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties have been
receiving spillover growth from the Bay Area’s economic growth, with people moving to
the counties and commuting to jobs in Alameda, Contra Costa, and Santa Clara
Counties. As a result, San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties are two of the fastest
growing counties in California. The San Joaquin Council of Governments (SJCOG)
expects the two-county population to increase by more than 58 percent over the 20
years from 2000 to 2020, for an average annual compounded growth rate of 2.32
percent. The City of Ripon, with a projected January 1, 2002 population of 11,155, is
one of the smallest cities in San Joaquin County, but is expected to continue its
population growth trend of the 1990s to surpass the growth rates of the State and the
two-county region. SOCIOECONOMICS Table 1 shows the historical and projected
populations for the study area and the state.
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SOCIOECONOMICS Table 1
Historical and Projected Populations

Area 1990 2000 Population | 2010 Population 2015 Population
Population

San Joaquin 480,628 563,598 727,800 803,400
County

Stanislaus 370,522 446,997 587,600 646,800
County

City of Ripon 7,455 10,134 15,700 18,300
Two-County Total 851,150 1,010,595 1,315,400 1,450,200
California 29,760,021 33,871,648 40,262,400 42,711,200

Source: Department of Finance (DOF), and US Census, 1990 & 2000

SOCIOECONOMICS Table 2 shows the minority and low-income populations within the
six-mile radius of the proposed project, the City of Ripon, San Joaquin and Stanislaus
Counties, and the State.

SOCIOECONOMICS Table 2

Area % Minority % Persons below poverty level
Six-mile radius 34.58 10.08

City of Ripon 22.70 6.20

San Joaquin County 52.60 17.70

Stanislaus County 42.7 16.0

California 53.30 14.20

Source: US Census 2000

The minority population within six-miles of the site is 34.58 percent, which is somewhat
higher than the 22.70 percent minority population of the City of Ripon and significantly
lower than that of the state. The population below the poverty level was 10.08 percent
within six miles of the site, which is higher than the 6.20 percent for the City of Ripon
and somewhat less than that of the state.

EMPLOYMENT AND ECONOMY

SOCIOECONOMICS Table 3 shows employment data for the study area and the state.
Data from the Employment Development Department (EDD) show that the
unemployment rate for the City of Ripon is lower than the unemployment rates for San
Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties, but is slightly higher than the unemployment rate for
the state.

SOCIOECONOMICS Table 3: Employment Data 2001

Area Labor Force | Employment | Unemployment | Unemployment Rate (%)
City of Ripon 4,360 4,100 260 6.0

San Joaquin County | 264,700 241,600 23,100 8.7

Stanislaus County 210,300 188,800 21,500 10.2

California 17,362 16,435,200 927,100 5.3

Source: EDD 2003

Data from EDD show that the highest employment sectors in San Joaquin and
Stanislaus Counties combined are services (23 percent), retail (18 percent),
government (17 percent), and manufacturing (13 percent). In 2001, the construction
sector employed 24,000 persons, or six percent of the workforce in the two-county
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region (EDD 2003). For major construction projects, the labor pool within a 90-minute
commute includes Sacramento, Contra Costa, and Alameda Counties. These areas
have large populations, including a labor force with adequate members of the trades
required for construction of an energy facility.

PROJECT WORK FORCE

Construction Work Force

According to the Application for Certification (AFC), the construction of the MEGS
facility would require nine months of labor, average 35 workers on-site, and require a
maximum of 44 workers during the fifth (peak) month of construction. The tentative
schedule would begin in February 2004 with completion in November 2004.
SOCIOECONOMICS Table 4 shows the distribution of workers by craft and month
required for the construction. According to the AFC and labor data obtained from the

EDD, there is sufficient labor force availability in the San Joaquin and Stanislaus County

region to find the required construction trades. If necessary, adjacent Sacramento
County and East Bay labor pools are also available for construction.
SOCIOECONOMICS Table 5 shows the annual averages and the average annual
compounded growth rate for the trades in the two-county region.

SOCIOECONOMICS: Table 4
Project Monthly Construction Labor By Craft

Job Category

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Totals
Boilermakers 2 4 2 8
Carpenters 4 6 8 8 4 2 2 1 35
Electricians 4 4 6 6 4 4 3 3 2 36
Insulation 2 2 1 5
workers
Ironworkers 2 4 4 4 16
Laborers 4 4 6 6 4 4 3 2 36
Millwrights 2 4 4 2 1 1 14
Linemen 4 4 4 4 16
Operating 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 1 22
engineers
Painters 2 4 4 10
Pipefitters 2 2 2 2 6 10 10 10 6 50
Craft Subtotal 21 25 30 38 39 37 36 31 19 276
Construction 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
Manager
Field Engineer 1 1 2 3 3 3 2 2 2 19
Clerical 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 9
Commissioning 1 2 2 2 7
Group
Staff Subtotal 3 3 4 5 5 6 6 6 6 44
Total 24 28 34 41 44 43 42 37 25 320
Workforce

Source: Modesto Irrigation District, 2003
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SOCIOECONOMICS: Table 5
Available Labor by Skill in the San Joaquin and Stanislaus County Region

Occupational 1999 2006 Average Annual
Title Annual Annual Compounded Growth

Average | Average

Rate (%)

Millwrights 110 120 1.3
Carpenters 2,680 3,520 4.0
Masons 1,070 1,410 4.0
Painters 850 1,110 3.9
Metal Workers 330 430 3.9
Electricians 1,690 2,170 3.6
Welders 1,520 1,830 2.7
Excavators 230 350 6.2
Graders 270 360 4.2
Industrial Truck 7,000 8,260 2.4
Operators
Operating 320 390 29
Engineers
Laborers 17,450 20,880 2.6
Pipefitters 740 930 3.3
Mechanical 160 190 2.5
Engineers
Electrical 150 200 4.2
Engineers
Plant and System 1,300 1,440 1.5
Operators
Managers 670 760 1.8

Source: EDD 2003

Plant Operations Workforce

According to the AFC, MID will increase its current operation workforce by three full-
time employees to meet the operational needs of the MEGS.
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IMPACTS

Following is the Environmental Checklist that identifies potential impacts in this issue
area. Below the checklist is a discussion of each impact, and an explanation of the

impact conclusion.

Potentially Less than

Significant Significant

Impact With Mitigation
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST Incorporated

Less Than No Impact
Significant
Impact

SOCIOECONOMICS: POPULATION, HOUSING, AND ECONOMIC (FISCAL AND NON-FISCAL)-- Would the project:

a) Have substantial non-fiscal effects on employment and
economy?

b) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)?

c) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?

d) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

e) Have substantial fiscal effects on local government
expenditures, property and sales taxes?

f)  Have a significant minority or low-income population within
a six-mile radius that may be subject to disproportionate
adverse effects of the project?

response times, or other performance objectives for the following:

Public Services — Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, or result in an inability to maintain acceptable service ratios,

g) police protection?

X

h) schools?

X

i) medical and other public services and facilities?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

A. Non-Fiscal Effects on Employment and Economy

The proposed MEGS project will require approximately nine months for construction,
average 35 workers on-site, and require a maximum of 44 workers during the fifth
(peak) month of construction. The majority of construction workers are expected to
reside in the San Joaquin/Stanislaus County region, and, if necessary, additional
workers can commute daily from the East Bay or Sacramento County. According to
current data from the EDD, sufficient numbers of workers within the specialty trades
reside in San Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties. Thus, the project will not directly or
indirectly cause a significant impact on local employment resources in the area.
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B. Induced Population Growth:

For reasons listed in A. above, staff does not expect any in-migration of construction
workers and their families for this project. Thus, the project will not directly or
indirectly induce substantial population growth in the area.

C. Displacement of Housing:

Staff does not expect housing to be displaced because of the project. Sufficient
vacant housing exists if any construction workers seek temporary housing for the
nine-month construction period. According to the 2000 US Census, the total
housing stock (single- and multi-family, and mobile homes) for the City of Ripon was
3,432 units, with a 1.8 percent vacancy rate. In 2000, total housing stock for San
Joaquin and Stanislaus Counties totaled 189,160 and 150,807, with vacancy rates of
4.0 and 3.8 percent. While these vacancy rates are considered somewhat low (the
realty industry considers an average vacancy rate to be 5 percent), an average of
only 35 workers will be on-site during construction, and because construction
workers and workers in the specialty trades are available within the two-county
region, staff does not expect any construction workers to relocate to the area.

The proposed MEGS project is not likely to significantly alter the location,
distribution, density, or growth rate of the population of the City of Ripon, San
Joaquin County, or Stanislaus County since construction impacts are of short
duration, and only three new full-time employees will be hired to operate the facility.

D. Displacement of People:
No housing or population will be displaced by the proposed project.

E. Fiscal Effects on Local Government Expenditures, Property and Sales Tax

According to the AFC, the applicant estimates the MEGS capital cost to be $65
million, with the value of materials and supplies purchased locally estimated at $3.5
million. Because MID is a local public agency, it is exempt from property taxes.
Therefore, the project will not generate any property tax revenues for the City of
Ripon and San Joaquin County.

F. Adversely Affect Minority or Low-Income Populations:

The screening analysis shows that there is not a fifty-percent or greater minority or
low-income population within a six mile radius of the proposed project. However,
there is a small pocket of minority and low-income persons within two miles of the
proposed project.

Staff has reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the minority population is
less than 50 percent within a six-mile radius of the proposed MEGS project (please
refer to Socioeconomics Figure 1 in this Staff Assessment). However, as
indicated in Socioeconomics Figure 1, there are multiple census blocks with
greater than 50 percent minority persons within the six-mile radius. Staff considers
these to be pockets or clusters. Staff also reviewed Census 2000 information that
shows the low-income population is less than fifty percent within the same radius.
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Based on the Socioeconomic analysis, staff has not identified significant direct or
cumulative impacts resulting from the construction or operation of the project, and
therefore there are no Socioeconomic environmental justice issues related to this
project.

G. Police Protection:
Because there will be no in-migration of construction workers, staff does not expect
significant impacts to police services.

H. Schools:

Because there will be no in-migration of construction workers, staff does not expect
significant impacts to schools. Also, because MID is a local public agency, it is
exempt from school impact fees. Therefore, the project will not be required to pay
school impact fees normally assessed for commercial and industrial projects under
Senate Bill 50.

l. Other Public Services:

Because there will be no in-migration of construction workers, staff does not expect
significant impacts to other public services.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Staff concludes that there are no cumulative impacts.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Robert Sarvey: Intervenor agrees with staff assessment that unmitigated visual
impacts will occur along the western boundary of the project. The Mitigation proposed
will only provide significant screening after a long period of time depending on the
landscaping growth rate. During the time that the projects landscaping will mature the
projects unmitigated impact will exist. Any resident that chooses to sell their property
prior to the maturity of the landscaping will have their sales price affected by their
proximity to the plant. Other residents that choose to remain will be subjected to the
significant adverse impact of the project.

Response: In general, the claims of diminished property value through decreased
marketability are based on the reported concern about hazards to human health and
safety and increased noise and visual impacts associated with living in proximity to locally
unwanted land uses such as power plants, freeways, high voltage transmission lines,
landfills, hazardous waste sites, etc. The issue of property value impacts associated with
facility siting has been given much attention over the past 20 years, and as a result, has
been the subject of extensive study. Overall, staff analysis found no significant adverse
impacts associated with construction or operation of the project in any of the technical
areas.

On past projects, staff researched the literature on proximity impacts analysis and cites the
Kinnard-Dickey paper, A Primer_on Proximity Impact Research: Residential Property
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Values Near High-Voltage Transmission Lines as a comprehensive study on this topic.
Previous studies cited in the Kinnard-Dickey paper show that three procedures are used to
measure any difference between sales prices, marketing periods and/or sales volume of
proximate properties and those of competitive properties in control areas: 1) Paired Sales
Analysis - finding sales of properties within the impact area and comparing them with sales
of similar, competitive properties in the control area. Any price differentials are noted, and
any pattern of such differences is identified; 2) Survey Research/Opinion - this method is
used as either a supplement or substitute for analysis of market sales transaction data.
Potential purchasers either will or will not buy; they either will or will not pay the same or
similar prices for proximate properties. It is important to note that Survey
Research/Opinion merely reflects responses to hypothetical situations by interviewees
who are not necessarily prospective buyers, especially in the impact area under study; and
3) Market Impact Studies Using Multiple Regression Analysis (MRA) in the Hedonic
Pricing Model Format - gathering data files on as many market sales transactions as
possible within the impact area and within one or more similar control areas over a
specified time period, usually a few years prior to an awareness of the proposed project.
The extended time period is used to identify and measure any price/value impact that
might occur within the impact area after an awareness of the project occurs. This type of
"before and after" analysis supplements the comparison of levels and trends and prices,
marketing time, and sales volume within the impact area and those in the control area.
The post-announcement sales information also provides a basis for testing the likely
duration of any value impact that might be identified. The MRA approach to market
proximity impact analysis is preferred in the current professional and academic literature
because the model reflects what buyers and sellers actually do as opposed to what
potential buyers say they might do under specified hypothetical circumstances. Further,
the use of large sets of sales data indicate that the results are more representative of the
market than those of the paired sales studies.

Studies cited in the Kinnard-Dickey paper shows that three possible effects to the market
value of residential properties have been claimed: 1) Diminished Price - which is identified
by comparing unit prices that are proximate to power lines to unit prices of similar and
competitive properties more distant from power lines; 2) Increased Marketing Time - even
when proximate properties sell at or near the same prices as more distant control
properties, claimants argue that proximate properties take longer to sell. Such increased
marketing time can represent a loss to the seller by deferring receipt, availability, and use
of sale proceeds; and 3) Decreased Sales Volume — which is a more subtle indicator of
diminished property value if potential buyers decide not to buy in the impact area. A
measurable decrease in sales volume in the impact area compared with sales volume in
the control area where otherwise similar properties purportedly still are selling can
represent evidence of decreased market value from proximity to the high voltage
transmission lines (or claimed hazard).

The findings of the Kinnard-Dickey paper indicate the following:

f Distinguish between fear of health hazards by current and potential residents and
the market behavior of buyers and sellers in the same area. It is misleading to
confuse opinion responses of hypothetical buyers based on fear with actual past and
likely behavior of buyers in market areas identified as proximate to the claimed
hazard.
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f Studies of market behavior of purchasers who are near sources of claimed hazards
show that the more informed a potential buyer is, the less likely that buyer is to be
deterred from purchasing near the claimed hazard. Knowledge of occurrence
probabilities, awareness of findings of reproducible scientific studies, and
understanding of the causal nexus lead to a greater willingness of the potential buyer
to live near the claimed hazard, and has been found to minimize price effects on
proximate residential properties.

 MRA studies indicate that any observed negative price, marketing time, and sales
volume effects tend to be statistically nonsignificant; results could easily have occurred
randomly or by chance, and do not necessarily represent a consistent, systematic
market response to locations proximate to the claimed hazard.

CONCLUSIONS

The proposed project would not induce significant population growth in the area, nor
would it involve the displacement of housing or people. In addition, the project will not
significantly impact schools or public services. Therefore, the project will not result in
any significant socioeconomic impacts to population, housing, schools, or public
services.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF EXEMPTION

None proposed.
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TRAFFIC & TRANSPORTATION

Testimony of James Adams

INTRODUCTION

The Traffic and Transportation Analysis of the Modesto Irrigation District’s Ripon
Generation Station (MEGS) focuses on the project’s transportation systems in the
vicinity of the project. This analysis examines the projects compatibility with applicable
laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS). This assessment also analyzes
and identifies potential impacts related to the construction and operation of the project
on the surrounding transportation systems and roadways, and potential mitigation
measures to avoid or lessen those impacts. It includes the evaluation of the influx of
large numbers of construction workers, and how, over the course of the construction
phase, the movement of these workers can increase roadway congestion and also
affect traffic flow.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS (LORS)

Federal, state, and local regulations that are applicable to the proposed project are
listed below. Regulations related to the transportation of hazardous materials, which
are designed to control and mitigate for potential impacts. The Applicant has indicated
its intent to comply with all federal, state, and local regulations related to the transport of
hazardous materials. This issue is also addressed in the section entitted HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS.

FEDERAL

f Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 171-177, governs the transportation
of hazardous materials, the types of materials defined as hazardous, and the
marking of the transportation vehicles.

 Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Sections 350-399, and Appendices A-G,
Federal Motor Carrier Safety Regulations, address safety considerations for the
transport of goods, materials, and substances over public highways. Section 353
defines hazardous materials.

STATE

f California Vehicle Code, Sections 31303-31309, regulates the highway
transportation of hazardous materials, the routes used, and restrictions thereon.

 Sections 31600-31620 regulate the transportation of explosive materials.

 Sections 32000-32053 regulate the licensing of carriers of hazardous materials and
include noticing requirements.

. Sections 32100-32109 establish special requirements for the transportation of
substances presenting inhalation hazards and poisonous gases.

f Sections 34000-34100 establish special requirements for the transportation of
flammable and combustible liquids over public roads and highways.
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 Sections 34500, 34501, 34501.2, 34501.3, 34501.4, 34501.10, 34505.5-7, 34506,
34507.5 and 34510-11 regulate the safe operation of vehicles, including those which
are used for the transportation of hazardous materials.

 Sections 2516 et seq. addresses the safe transport of hazardous materials.

T Sections 2500-2505 authorize the issuance of licenses by the Commissioner of the
California Highway Patrol for the transportation of hazardous materials including
explosives.

I Sections 13369, 15275, and 15278 address the licensing of drivers and the
classifications of licenses required for the operation of particular types of vehicles. In
addition, the possession of certificates permitting the operation of vehicles
transporting hazardous materials is required.

f California Streets and Highways Code, Sections 117 and 660-72, and California
Vehicle Code, Sections 35780 et seq., require permits for the transportation of
oversized loads on county roads.

f California Streets and Highways Code, Sections 660, 670, 1450, 1460 et seq., 1470,
and 1480, regulates right-of-way encroachment and the granting of permits for
encroachments on state and county roads.

All construction within the public right-of-way will need to comply with the “Manual of
Traffic Controls for Construction and Maintenance of Work Zones” (Caltrans, 1996).

LOCAL

The 1998 City of Ripon Urban Area General Plan identifies roadway definitions, level of
service', standards for traffic, and other transportation modes including transit service,
bicycle circulation network, inter-city rail service, and air service (City of Ripon 1998).
The City of Ripon’s policies and San Joaquin County’s policies related to traffic and
circulation needs are identified.

The 2001 San Joaquin County Regional Transportation Plan is a comprehensive long-
range transportation-planning document that serves as a blueprint to guide public policy
decisions regarding transportation expenditures and financing (San Joaquin County
2001).

SETTING

The major highways in the area of the project site are State Route 99 (SR), and SR 120.
The local roadways potentially affected by the proposed project are Second Street,
South Stockton Avenue, Jack Tone Road, Doak Boulevard, and Main Street. Second
Street and South Stockton Avenue would provide the primary connection to the project
site from SR 99 (see Traffic and Transportation Figure 1).

' When evaluating a project’s potential impact on the local transportation system, staff uses levels of
service measurements as the foundation on which to base its analysis. LOS measurements represent
the flow of traffic. In general, LOS ranges from “A” with free flowing traffic, to “F” which is heavily
congested with flow stopping frequently.
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The project site is located at the intersection of Doak Boulevard and South Stockton
Street. The City of Ripon is currently installing water, sewer, and storm water pipelines
along the unpaved segments of these roads. After this infrastructure work by the City is
completed, these road sections will be paved (MID 2003a, pg. 8.10-4). Second Street
has an overcrossing on SR-99 and provides access to the highway’s off-and-onramps.
Second Street, west of South Stockton, is considered a collector road with a Level of
Service (LOS) rating of D. South Stockton and Doak Boulevard are also collector
roads with a LOS rating of A (City of Ripon 1998, pg. 3-18). There is also an off and
onramp from SR-99 via Wilma Avenue.

SR 99 is the primary north-south travel route in the project vicinity and is a six-lane
highway providing access to the site via Jack Tone Road (West Main Street) and
Second Street. SR-99 traverses the length of, and bisects, the City of Ripon. SR-120 is
a four-lane east-west highway which connects Interstate-580 and Interstate 5 to SR-99.
Both SR-99 and 120 are under the jurisdiction of the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans). At Jack Tone Road, SR 99 carries approximately 107,000
vehicles per day and is rated LOS D.

Public transit options for the City of Ripon include inter-City bus and rail service, San
Joaquin Regional Transit District Fixed Route and Dial-A-Ride services, and City of
Ripon dial-a-ride service. In addition, Greyhound Bus Lines will drop off passengers in
Ripon, but has no pick-up service (City of Ripon, 1998, pg. 3-10).

There are two elementary schools and one high school located west of SR-99 just off
Main Street and Jack Tone Road (see Traffic and Transportation Figure 1) which
have school buses transporting students in the project vicinity. The bus routes to and
from the schools use Acacia and Main Streets, and Jack Tone Road. The typical school
day is 8:30AM to 3PM.

The proposed MEGS site is located adjacent to the City of Ripon wastewater treatment

plant and about 0.25 mile from the existing MID substation. The Fox River Paper
Company is across the street from the eastern border of the site.

PROJECT FEATURES

This project would include the construction of a potable water line, stormwater and
wastewater discharge lines, and a natural gas pipeline. The proposed locations of
these lines would be within 30 feet of the project site underneath South Stockton
Avenue and Doak Boulevard. MEGS project water supply line would connect with new
City of Ripon water and sewer lines noted above. The applicant has decided to add a
zero-liquid discharge system (ZLD) to the project. Approximately 0.25 mile of new 69-
kV sub-transmission line and fiber optic cable, and 0.25 mile of new eight- inch diameter
natural gas pipeline would also be installed.
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IMPACTS

Following is the Environmental Checklist that identifies potential impacts in this issue
area. Below the checklist is a discussion of each impact, and an explanation of the
impact conclusion.

Less than
Potentially Significant Less Than
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST Significant With Significant | No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project:

a) Cause an increase in traffic that is X
substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system (i.e.,
result in a substantial increase in either the
number of vehicle trips, the volume to
capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at
intersections)?

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a X
level of service standard established by the
county congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?

c) Resultin a change in air traffic patterns, X
including either an increase in traffic levels
or a change in location that results in
substantial safety risks?

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a X
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

e) Resultin inadequate emergency access? X
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity? X
g) Create a significant hazard to the public or X

the environment through the routine
transportation of hazardous material?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

A. Increase in Traffic:

The project is expected to generate 28 daily round trips round trips during the
average construction period for nine months, and 35 daily round trips during the
peak construction period, which will last two months. Operation of the MEGS will
require three additional full-time staff (MID 2003a, pg. 8.10-12).

According to the Circulation Element of the Ripon General Plan, the upgrade of South
Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard is intended to serve residential and industrial
districts in that area (City of Ripon 1998, pg. 3-6). The MEGS project would generate
a maximum of 35 afternoon peak hour trips (during the peak construction period). The
level of service at the South Stockton and Second Street intersection would remain at
LOS D with the addition of project construction traffic. It is anticipated that the
intersection of Doak Boulevard and South Stockton would, after the improvements
under way are completed, have a LOS A rating (City of Ripon 2003a). The applicant
has stated that the construction contractor will prepare a construction traffic control
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plan and implementation program that addresses timing of heavy equipment and
building material deliveries, signing, lighting, traffic control device placement, and
establishing work hours outside of peak traffic periods (MID 2003a, pg. 8.10-14). This
should be done in coordination with the City of Ripon and Caltrans as appropriate.

The traffic control plan mentioned above would also cover the construction of the
project’s linear features which are a ZLD system, and a natural gas pipeline (installed
by PG&E). It would also include a discussion about the use of flagmen and signage
for temporary lane closures. In addition, this traffic control plan should include timing
of linear facilities construction to take place outside peak traffic periods to avoid traffic
flow disruptions.

B. Exceed Established Level of Service Standards:

The addition of MEGS project traffic will have no impact on the existing average
levels of service (LOS) on SR 99 (between Jack Tone Road and Second Street), or
on Second Street and South Stockton Avenue in the immediate vicinity of the
proposed project site. Each of these roads is expected to operate at an acceptable
level of service with the addition of project construction traffic (i.e., operating at LOS
D or better according to the City of Ripon Urban Area General Plan for the area
where the proposed MEGS project would be located). Staff has concluded that
these affected roadways will experience no significant and/or adverse impacts from
this project as both have sufficient capacity to absorb all project-generated traffic.
The applicant has agreed to repair any road that is damaged during construction to
its original condition to the extent possible (MID 2003a, pg. 8.10-12).

Decrease in service levels resulting from temporary lane closures related to
construction of linear facilities would also be discussed in the construction traffic
control plan to offsets these traffic impacts.

No traffic impacts would result during operation of the MEGS since a negligible
amount of additional employee trips (i.e., three additional trips) are expected.
Depending on which option is selected for the ZLD system, there may be an additional
truck trip per week and another truck trip per month. These additional trips will not
result in any significant adverse impact on the local roads.

C. Change in Air Traffic Patterns:

The MEGS has no major commercial aviation center in the area. The closest
airports are the Modesto Airport (10 miles south), and the Stockton Airport (15 miles
north). The stack height will not penetrate the aviation “regulatory surface” as
defined by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA); therefore, the MEGS should
not impact air traffic safety.

D. Increase in Traffic Hazards:

Some delays and traffic congestion (i.e., blockage of through traffic) may occur with
heavy construction vehicles driving south on Second Street and Stockton Avenue.
This issue would be addressed in the traffic control plan. As noted above, the
school bus route uses Acacia and Main Streets, and Jack Tone Road. Most of the
construction traffic related to the MEGS will not utilize these roads, but will access
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the site by way of Second Street and South Stockton Avenue. Therefore,
construction traffic will not have an adverse and significant impact on bus service or
the safety of students.

The Applicant has indicated its intent to comply with all weight and load limitations on
state and local roadways and would seek permits from the City of Ripon and Caltrans
as needed.

E. Inadequate Emergency Access:

There is a fire station on South Stockton between First and Main Street, about 0.25
miles east of the MEGS site. The nearest hospital is located in Manteca. The
project will not lead to inadequate emergency access, because intersections
impacted by construction will be maintained at an acceptable service level by
Caltrans and the City of Ripon with the implementation of a construction traffic
control plan. In addition, the City of Ripons’ improvements to South Stockton and
Doak Boulevard will provide easier access for emergency service. Therefore, no
traffic congestion affecting emergency access is expected on Second Street and
South Stockton Avenue near the project site. The applicant has agreed that
construction traffic would not utilize Locust Avenue.

The Applicant has also indicated their intent to maintain emergency access on
applicable roadways during construction of linear facilities.

F. Inadequate Parking Capacity:

Ample parking for construction site personnel and visitors will be provided in
laydown areas owned by MID on the west and south side of the project site along
South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard.

G. Transportation of Hazardous Material:

The construction and operation of the plant will require the transportation of various
hazardous materials, including: aqueous ammonia, solvents, lube oils, paint, paint
thinners, adhesives, batteries, construction gases, etc. The transport of hazardous
materials over city streets has the potential to result in an increase in traffic hazards.
MEGS has indicated that the transportation of hazardous materials to and from the
site will be conducted in accordance with California Vehicle Code Section 31300. It
is anticipated that the route for delivery of hazardous materials would be SR-99 to
Second Street, and proceed south on South Stockton to the project site. If the
Applicant follows the LORS for handling and transportation of hazardous materials
(as discussed further in the Hazardous Materials section of the Initial Study), no
significant impact is expected.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Six proposed projects have been identified to occur in the vicinity of the proposed
MEGS. The Artman Milk Transport Expansion at the corner of Doak and Acacia
Streets,and the NulLaid Foods, Inc. expansion have not been approved by the City of
Ripon and the completion date is unknown. The industrial park expansion (which
includes the MEGS) has three components. The first is the Arrow Asphalt project which
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will be discussed at the City of Ripon Council meeting in July 2003. The second is the
Waggoner Construction yard expansion which comes before the City in August 2003.
Completion times for these two projects are unknown. The third project is MEGS. In
addition, a compressed natural gas station at 240 Doak Boulevard will be completed in
early 2005. Based on the SPPE application, and input from the City of Ripon, it is
unlikely that construction, material deliveries, or workforce commutes related to these
projects would occur during the same period as for the MEGS project. Therefore, staff
concludes that there will be no significant cumulative impacts (City of Ripon 2003e).

COMPLIANCE WITH LORS

If the project owner implements all of the measures discussed above, the MEGS would
be in compliance with all applicable LORS.

CONCLUSIONS

Provided that the Applicant develops a construction traffic control and implementation
program and follows all LORS acceptable to Caltrans and the City of Ripon for the
handling of hazardous materials, the project will result in less than significant impacts.
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TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE
Testimony of Obed Odoemelam, Ph.D.

INTRODUCTION

The Modesto Electric Generation Station (MEGS) project is proposed by the applicant
(Modesto Irrigation District, MID) for an 8-acre parcel within a 12.25-acre site at the
intersection of South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard in the City of Ripon, San
Joaquin County California. According to information from the applicant (MID 2003a,
pgs. 1-1, 1-2, 2-1, and 5-4 through 5-6), the project’s power delivery line would be a
new 0.25-mile 69 kV overhead subtransmission line extending from the project site to
MID’s 69 kV Stockton Substation to the east. The route was chosen to ensure
placement alongside rights-of-way (ROW) of a private road to the Fox River Paper
Plant. Such line placement within existing rights-of-way reduces impacts and is in
keeping with present state policy on the location of new high-voltage power lines. After
delivery to the Stockton Substation, the project’s power would then be delivered to the
MID power grid through existing MID distribution lines. As detailed by the applicant, the
proposed line would be located on approximately seven wood or metal poles about 60
feet tall. The structure of these pole supports and line configurations have been
provided by the applicant as related to safety and electric and magnetic field (EMF)
reduction efficiency (MID 2003a, p. 5-10).

Since the proposed MEGS line would be located within the MID service area, it would
be designed according to existing MID guidelines and construction practices reflecting
compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS), and
California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC) general orders on electric and magnetic
field (EMF) reduction. As noted by MID (MID 2003a, pgs. 5-3, 5-4 and 5-6), both it and
the other California municipal utilities voluntarily comply with these CPUC general
orders, although they were specifically established by CPUC for utilities under CPUC
regulation. Such voluntary compliance reflects the effort of the state’s municipal utilities
to facilitate a uniform handling of the EMF reduction and other line safety issues. The
purpose of this analysis is to assess the proposed line construction and operational plan
for incorporation of the measures necessary for such compliance.

Staff’'s analysis focuses on the following issues, which relate primarily to the physical
presence of the line, or secondarily to the physical interactions of line electric and
magnetic fields:

f aviation safety;

interference with radio-frequency communication;
audible noise;

fire hazards;

hazardous shocks;

nuisance shocks; and

= =4 A _—a _—_a _a

EMF exposure.
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LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

AVIATION HAZARD

The physical presence of the proposed line could pose an aviation hazard to area
aviation if the line protrudes high enough into the navigable air space or is located close
enough to area airports. The potential for such a hazard is addressed through the
following LORS:

 Title 14, Part 77 of the Federal Code of Regulations (CFR), “Objects Affecting
Navigable Airspace.” Provisions of these regulations specify the criteria used by the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for determining whether a “Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration” is required for potential obstruction hazards. The need
for such a notice depends on factors related to the height of the structure, the slope
of an imaginary surface from the end of nearby runways to the top of the structure,
and the length of the runway involved. Such notification allows the FAA to ensure
that the structure is located to avoid any significant hazards to area aviation.

" FAA Advisory Circular (AC) No. 70/460-2H, “Proposed Construction and or
Alteration of Objects that may Affect the Navigation Space.” This circular informs
each proponent of a project that could pose an aviation hazard of the need to file the
“Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration” (Form 7640) with the FAA.

FAA AC No. 70/460-1G, “Obstruction Marking and Lighting.” This publication describes
the FAA standards for marking and lighting objects that may pose a navigation hazard
as established using the criteria in Title 14, Part 77 of the CFR.

AUDIBLE NOISE AND RADIO INTERFERENCE

The physical interactions of electric fields from transmission lines could produce audible
noise and interfere with radio-frequency communication in the area. Such impacts are
prevented or mitigated through compliance with the following regulations and practices:

 Federal Communications Commission (FCC) regulations in Title 47 CFR, Section
15.25.

I General Order 52 (GO-52), California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). Industry
design standards and maintenance practices.

FIRE HAZARDS

Fire hazards from overhead transmission line operation are mostly related to sparks
from conductors of overhead lines or direct contact between the line and nearby trees
and other combustible objects. Such fires are prevented through compliance with the
following regulations

' General Order 95 (GO-95), CPUC, “Rules for Overhead Electric Line Construction”
specifies tree-trimming criteria to minimize the potential for power line-related fires.

 Title 14 Section 1250 of the California Code of Regulations; “Fire Prevention
Standards for Electric Utilities” specifies utility-related measures for fire prevention.
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SHOCK HAZARD

All transmission and subtransmission line operations pose a risk of hazardous or
nuisance shocks to humans. The hazardous shocks are those possible from direct or
indirect contact between an individual and the energized line. Such shocks are capable
of serious physiological harm or death and remain a driving force in the design and
operation of transmission and other high-voltage lines. The nuisance shocks by
contrast, are caused by current flow at levels generally incapable of causing significant
physiological harm. They result most commonly from contact with a charged metallic
object in the transmission line environment. The following regulations are intended to
prevent such shocks:

T GO-95, CPUC. “Rules for Overhead Line Construction”. These rules specify
uniform statewide requirements for overhead line construction regarding ground
clearance, grounding, maintenance and inspection. Implementing these
requirements ensures the safety of the general public and workers working on or
around the line.

 Title 8, CCR, Section 2700 et seq., “High Voltage Electric Safety Orders”. These
safety orders establish essential requirements and minimum standards for safely
installing, operating, and maintaining electrical installations and equipment.

1 National Electrical Safety Code, Part 2: Safety Rules for Overhead Lines. Provisions
of this code are intended to minimize the potential for direct or indirect contact with
the energized line.

f The National Electrical Safety Code and the joint guidelines of the American
National Standards Institute (ANSI) and the Institute of Electrical and Electronics
Engineers (IEEE).

IMPACTS

The following Environmental Checklist identifies the potential significance of the
proposed line operations with respects to Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance.
Following the checklist is a discussion of each impact, and an explanation of the
conclusion on its potential significance.
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Potentially
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST | Potentialy | SSREER | (8000 | e
Significant Mitiaati
itigation Impact
Incorporated

TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE -- Would project operation:
a) Pose an aviation hazard to area aircraft? X
b) Lead to interference with radio-frequency X

communication?
c) Pose a hazardous or nuisance shock X

hazard?
d) Pose a fire hazard? X
e) Expose humans to higher electric and X

magnetic field levels than justified by

existing knowledge?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

A. Aviation Hazard:

As noted by the Applicant (MID 2003a, p. 5-9), the proposed MEGS project site is
approximately ten miles northwest of the Modesto Airport and seven miles
southwest of the Oakdale Airport. The Stockton Metropolitan Airport is 12 miles to
the north. Staff agrees with the Applicant that the proposed line route is too far from
these area airports (according to existing FAA evaluative criteria) to pose a
significant hazard to area aviation. This means that a Notice of Construction or
Alteration would not be required.

B. Radio Frequency Interference:

As discussed by the applicant (MID 2003a, p. 5-8), the electric fields from 69 kV
lines are not strong enough to produce the radio noise or television interference that
is possible from lines of 345 kV or higher (as noted by EPRI 1982). The applicant
specifically drew from their experience with the more than 200 miles of 69 kV lines
they presently operate and concluded that no such noise or television interference
would occur during operations. The applicant, however, intends to mitigate any
related complaints whenever they are lodged.

C. Shock Hazard:

The applicant (MID 2003a, pgs. 5-6 through 5-9) intends to comply with the
requirements of applicable regulations and standards intended to prevent hazardous
or nuisance shocks to humans.

D. Fire Hazard:

The issue of concern to staff is the likelihood of a fire hazard from operation of the
proposed line. The Applicant (MID 2003a, p. 5-9) intends to comply with applicable
regulations intended to ensure that the line is adequately located away from trees
and other combustible objects and materials to prevent fires or minimize such fires
when they occur.
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E. Electric and Magnetic Field Exposure:

Exposure to power-frequency electric and magnetic fields is considered by some
researchers to be capable of biological impacts at high levels. As noted by the
Applicant (MID 2003a, p. 5-7), power line and other such fields have not been
established as capable of significant biological effects in humans at normal
environmental levels. The CPUC has established specific design requirements for
dealing with such fields in light of present knowledge. As previously noted, MID and
the other California municipal utilities voluntarily comply with these requirements.
The question of concern to staff is whether the proposed line’s field reducing design
would be adequate to maintain possible human exposures within limits reflected in
CPUC'’s requirements on the issue.

As noted by the Applicant (MID 2003a, pgs. 5-8), maximum electric field strengths
as typical for the proposed MID design will range from 0.02 kV/m to 0.37 kV for the
area between the project site and the Stockton Substation to be interconnected.
These field strengths are within the range for MID lines of the same voltage. The
maximum magnetic field strength will range from approximately 2.73 milliGauss
(mG) to 20.54 mG for the line configurations proposed. These calculated values
reflect the specific magnetic field reduction measures to be implemented when the
proposed line is located alone or with under-built 17 kV distribution lines. These
magnetic field strengths are within the range expected for MID lines of the same
voltage and current-carrying capacity and are much lower than the limits established
by the relatively few states with regulatory limits.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Staff has reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the area’s minority population
as less than 50 percent within a six-mile radius of the proposed MEGS Project (please,
refer to the Socioeconomics Figure 1 in this Staff Assessment). However, as indicated
in Socioeconomics Figure 1, there are multiple area census blocks with minority
populations of greater than 50 percent. Staff considers these to be pockets or clusters.
Staff also reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the low-income populations as
less than 50 percent within the same radius.

Based on this Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance analysis, which included
consideration of information provided by participants at workshops, staff established
that no significant direct or cumulative impacts would result from operation of the
project, and therefore, that no transmission Line Safety and Nuisance-related
environmental justice issues would be related to this project.

CONCLUSIONS

Staff has determined that the proposed project line will be designed and operated in
compliance with all applicable health and safety LORS. The following conditions of

exemption are recommended to ensure implementation of the necessary design and
operational measures.
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TRANSMISSION SYSTEM ENGINEERING
Testimony of Laiping Ng and Al McCuen

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

Staff concludes that the switchyard, outlet lines and termination are acceptable. No
additional new transmission facilities, other than those proposed by the applicant for
connecting to the grid, are required for the interconnection of the Modesto Irrigation
District (MID) Electric Generation Station (MEGS). The marginal adverse impacts found
in the Western and Cal-ISO grids can be mitigated effectively by congestion
management, Special Protection Schemes (SPS), or operation procedures.

INTRODUCTION

The Transmission System Engineering (TSE) analysis identifies whether or not the
power plant and transmission facilities associated with the proposed project will cause a
substantial adverse impact on the environment or energy resources. It also assesses
whether or not the applicant has accurately identified all interconnection facilities
required as a result of the project.

Staff's analysis evaluates the power plant switchyard, outlet line, termination and
downstream facilities identified by the applicant.

Additionally, under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Energy
Commission must conduct an environmental review of the “whole of the action,” that
may include facilities not licensed by the Energy Commission (Cal. Code Reg., tit. 14,
§15378). Therefore, staff must identify and evaluate whether any new or modified
transmission facilities are required for the project’s interconnection to the electric grid
and also beyond the project’s interconnection with the existing transmission system that
are required as a result of the power plant addition to the California transmission
system.

Because MID is not part of the California Independent System Operator (Cal-ISO) grid,
the Cal-ISO is not directly responsible for ensuring electric system reliability for the
generator interconnection and does not plan to provide analysis and testimony for this
project. The staff therefore has increased responsibility to evaluate the system
reliability impacts of the project and provide conclusions and recommendations to the
Energy Commission.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS

Staff is charged with evaluating whether the project as proposed has a substantial
adverse impact on the environment or energy resources. The staff has identified the
following LORS as useful as significance criteria for evaluating whether the project as
proposed will have a substantial adverse impact on the environment or energy
resources, and provides for reliable electric power transmission.
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§ California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order 95 (GO-95), “Rules for
Overhead Electric Line Construction,” formulates uniform requirements for
construction of overhead and underground lines. Compliance with this order
ensures adequate service and safety to persons engaged in the construction,
maintenance and operation or use of overhead electric lines and to the public in
general. MID has voluntarily agreed to comply with this Rule.

' The National Electric Safety Code, 1999 provides electrical, mechanical, civil and
structural requirements for overhead electric line construction and operation.

' The North American Electric Reliability Council (NERC) and Western Electricity
Coordinating Council (WECC) Planning Standards have been merged and now are
referred to as the “NERC/WECC Planning Standards.” These standards provide the
system performance standards used in assessing the reliability of the interconnected
system. Certain aspects of the NERC/WECC standards are either more stringent or
more specific than the NERC standards. These standards provide planning for
electric systems so as to withstand the more probable forced and maintenance
outage system contingencies at projected customer demand and anticipated
electricity transfer levels, while continuing to operate reliably within equipment and
electric system thermal, voltage and stability limits. These standards include the
reliability criteria for system adequacy and security, system modeling data
requirements, system protection and control, and system restoration. Analysis of the
WECC system is based, to a large degree, on Section |.A of the standards, “NERC
and WECC Planning Standards with Table | and WECC Disturbance-Performance
Table” and on Section I.D, “NERC and WECC Standards for Voltage support and
Reactive Power.” These standards require that the results of power flow and
stability simulations verify defined performance levels. Performance levels are
defined by specifying the allowable variations in thermal loading, voltage and
frequency, and loss of load that may occur on systems during various disturbances.
Performance levels range from no significant adverse effects inside and outside a
system area during a minor disturbance (loss of load or a single transmission
element out of service) to levels designed to prevent system cascading and the
subsequent blackout of islanded areas during a major disturbance (such as loss of
multiple 500 kV lines in a right of way and/or multiple generators). While controlled
loss of generation or load or system separation is permitted in certain
circumstances, their uncontrolled loss is not permitted (WECC 2001).

f Cal-ISO Grid Planning Standards also provide standards and guidelines to assure
the adequacy, security and reliability in the planning of the Cal-ISO transmission grid
facilities. The Cal-ISO Grid Planning Standards incorporate the WECC/NERC
Planning Standards. With regard to power flow and stability simulations, these
Planning Standards are similar to the combined WECC and NERC Planning
Standards for Transmission System Contingency Performance. However, the Cal-
ISO Standards also provide some additional requirements that are not found in the
WECC or NERC Planning Standards. The Cal-ISO Standards apply to all
participating transmission owners interconnecting to the Cal-ISO controlled grid.
They also indirectly apply when there are any impacts to the Cal-ISO grid due to
facilities interconnecting to adjacent controlled grids not operated by the Cal-ISO
(Cal-ISO 2002a).
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed MEGS site is located in the City of Ripon in San Joaquin County,
California. The MEGS is nominally rated at 95 MW. As proposed, the MEGS would
connect to a new switchyard on the project site that would connect to the existing MID
69 kV Stockton substation.

POWER PLANT SWITCHYARD

The power plant design consists of two combustion turbine (CT) generators. Each CT
would generate approximately 50 MW. The plant net electrical output would be 95 MW.
The CTs would generate at 13.8 kV and use step-up transformers, each rated at 65
MVA, to transform voltage to 69 kV (MID 2003a, pages 2-2, 2-10). As proposed by the
Applicant, the high voltage terminals of the transformer would be connected to the
existing Stockton 69 kV substation by a 0.25 mile overhead double-circuit 69 kV line
and the 69 kV circuit breakers. The Stockton 69 kV substation would be enlarged by
two switching bays to accommodate the new transmission line (MEGS 2003a, pages 2-
10, 5-8).

NEW TRANSMISSION LINE

The new 0.25-mile long 69 kV double-circuit transmission line would exit the MEGS
switchyard traveling east across South Stockton and parallel to the private road into the
Fox River Paper Plant. The line may be on the north or the south side of this private
road, depending on the arrangements that are made with the landowner. If the double-
circuit line is built on the north side of the road, it would be “overbuilt” on an existing 17
kV alignment. The wood or metal poles would have a 17 kV circuit installed below the
two 69 KV circuits (MID 2003a, Figure 5-1). The transmission line would extend along
the private road until it reaches the Stockton substation (MID 2003a, pages 2-10, 5-4).
The proposed connection facilities would also require 7 new wood or metal poles. A
fiber optic communications cable would also be placed on the same poles (MID 2003a,
pages 2-10). The route of the new transmission line is shown in Figure 2.1 of the
MEGS Application.

ANALYSIS

SYSTEM RELIABILITY

Introduction

A system reliability impact study for connecting a new power plant to the existing power
system grid is performed to determine the interconnection facilities to the grid,
downstream transmission system impacts, and their mitigation measures in
conformance with system performance levels as required in Utility reliability criteria,
NERC planning standards, and WSCC reliability criteria. The study identifies both
positive and negative impacts, and also for the reliability criteria violation cases (i.e., for
the negative impacts) determines the additional transmission facilities or other mitigation
measures. The study is conducted with and without the new generation project and its
interconnection facilities with the computer model cases for the year the project will
come on-line. The study, in general, includes Load Flow study, Transient Stability
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study, and Short Circuit study focused on thermal overloads, voltage deviations, system
stability (excessive oscillations in generators and transmission system, loss of loads, or
cascading outages), and short circuit duties. The study must be conducted under
normal conditions (N-0) of the system with all system elements in service for the
scenario and also for all appropriate contingency/emergency conditions, which include
the loss of a single system element (N-1) such as a transmission line, a transformer, or
a generator and also include the simultaneous loss of two system elements (N-2) such
as two transmission lines or a transmission line and a generator. In addition to the
above analysis, special studies may be performed to measure system losses and to
verify whether sufficient active or reactive powers are available in the area system or
area sub-system to which the new generator project will be added.

Scope of System Impact Study

The power flow studies were performed by MID with and without MEGS for 2005 and
2006 heavy summer peak cases. The studies included normal system conditions and a
selected list of relevant single outages to identify thermal overloads and congestion. A
transient stability analysis was performed with and without the MEGS for 2006. The
short-circuit analysis was also performed by the MID (MID 2003a, pages 5-5, 5-6).

Staff reviewed the MID 2006 heavy summer peak case and observed some needed
changes in the modeling parameters. Staff modified the impedance of the two EAEC-
Westley 230 kV lines to reflect the proposed EAEC project and absence of that project.
Also, staff modified the zone numbers of the generating buses used to summarize the
MID, TID and Western generation, loads, imports and tie lines. After modifying the MID
base case, staff performed power flow studies under normal and contingency
conditions.

System Impact Study Results

A system impact study (SIS) was performed by the MID (MID 2003a, pages 5-5, 5-6,
Appendices 5A, 5B and 5C; MID 2003n, Data Response, Set 1; MID 2003aa, Data
Response Set 2; and MID 2003gg, Data Response) with the 2005 and 2006 heavy
summer cases.

The findings of the SIS performed by MID were:
Load Flow Study:

(a) The study was conducted with 2005 and 2006 heavy summer cases without and
with the new MEGS generation project. The 2006 heavy summer case was
considered the most critical for the system. Therefore, the analysis focuses on the
2006 case. Under the normal conditions (N-0), with the East Altamont Energy
Center (EAEC) generating plant at its full capacity, the Tracy—Tesla D 230 kV line
loading increased from 132.2%" to 135.7%, an increase of 3.5 % with addition of
the MEGS. Without the EAEC generation, the line loading is at 47.6% without the
MEGS and at 51.1% with the MEGS, an increase of 3.5%, but resulting in no
overload (MID 2003gg, Data Response).

! This line loading of 132.2% indicates that the line is loaded 32.2% above its capability.
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(b) Under contingency (N-1) conditions, the Tracy-Tesla D 230 kV lines loading
increased from 104% to 107%, an increase of 3%, with addition of the MEGS (MID
2003aa, Data Response, Set 2). The EAEC1-Tracy 230 kV line loading increased
from 104% to 108%, an increase of 4% when the EAEC2-Tracy is out with addition
of the MEGS project (MID 2003gg, Data Response).

Transient Stability Study:

The MID conducted a double line outage (N-2), transient stability analysis. The study
shows that the addition of the MEGS generation would not degrade system transient
stability performance, nor would it contribute to system instability (MID 2003a, pages
5-5).

Short Circuit Study:

The Short Circuit study indicated that with the addition of the MEGS, the available fault
current will increase and the interrupting rating of the circuit breakers in substations
Finney 6012, Standiford 6653, 6655 and 6658; and Enslen 6612, 6614, 6617, and 6619,
will be exceeded by more than 10% (MID 2003a, pages 5-5). The MID would need to
replace these eight 69 kV breakers with a higher rating to withstand the increased fault
current.

A Load Flow Study to identify thermal impacts was performed by staff using a modified
2006 basecase. The modifications made by staff were:

1. Modification of the impedance of the two EAEC-Westley 230 kV lines to reflect the
proposed EAEC project and absence of that project.

2. Modification of the zone numbers of the generating buses used to summarize the
MID, TID and Western generation, loads, imports and tie lines.

The following findings of the Load Flow Study performed by staff are consistent with
the MID study.

Load Flow Study:

(a) Under normal conditions (N-0), with the EAEC generating at its full capacity, the
Tracy-Tesla D 230 kV line loading increased from 128% to 132%, an increase of
4%, with the addition of the MEGS project. Without the EAEC generation, the
Tracy-Tesla D 230 kV line loading would be 45% before the addition of the MEGS
project and at 49% after the addition of the MEGS project, an increase of 4%, but
resulting in no overload.

(b) Under contingency (N-1) conditions, the Tracy-Tesla D 230 kV line loading
increased from 125% to 128%, an increase of 3%, with addition of the MEGS
project. The EAEC1-Tracy 230 kV line loading increased from 96% to 101%, an
increase of 5% when the EAEC2-Tracy 230 kV line is out of service upon addition
of the MEGS project.

(c) In the case without the EAEC generation, the addition of the MEGS project would
not cause any criteria violations to the transmission system. The incremental
overloads, with the EAEC generation, if they occur, can be mitigated by congestion
management, SPS, or operation procedures.
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Staff did not conduct Transient Stability and Short Circuit studies. Staff concurred with
the MID study that the addition of the MEGS generation would not degrade system
transient stability performance, nor would it contribute to system instability. Staff also
found that the MEGS project would help stabilize the MID transmission system under a
Parker MID-Walnut and Parker MID-Westley 230 kV double-circuit line (N-2) outage.
Staff also concurred with the MID study that MID would need to replace eight 69 kV
breakers mentioned above with a higher rating to withstand the increased fault current.

TRANSMISSION ALTERNATIVES

TRANSMISSION LINE ALTERNATIVES

No transmission interconnection alternatives were presented.

DOWNSTREAM IMPACTS

The Short Circuit study indicates eight breakers in the Standiford, Finney, and Enslen
substations would exceed their interrupting rating after addition of the MEGS project.
These breakers need be replaced before the MEGS project begins operation to meet
system reliability standards. All work would be done “within the fence lines” of the
existing substations and would not cause significant environmental impacts.

Although MID has not selected any specific mitigation measures for the overloaded
lines identified in their studies, the marginal incremental adverse impacts found in the
Western and the Cal-ISO grids can be mitigated effectively by congestion management,
SPS, or operation procedures which are standard accepted practices in the utility
industry. No new or modified transmission facilities --given the small incremental
increase in thermal overloads --are a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the
MEGS. If the EAEC project proceeds, MID should coordinate with Western, PG&E, and
the Cal-ISO to identify mitigation measures should they be needed.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Since the MEGS project would be located in the load center of the MID system and all
the proposed facilities will be located within the existing fence lines, the project will
minimize potential cumulative impacts.

RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE EXEMPTION

Staff is not aware of any public comments regarding Transmission System Engineering.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Staff’'s analysis and findings indicate that there are no significant unmitigated
adverse reliability impacts due to the MEGS project. The marginal adverse
incremental impacts found in the Western and Cal-ISO grids can be mitigated
effectively by congestion management, SPS, or operation procedures.
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2. The MID system is short of local generation and reactive power, and its import
capability is also limited. The addition of the MEGS project will significantly improve
the reliability performance of the MID system to meet NERC planning standards and
WSCC reliability criteria and reduce import requirements. More reactive power will
be available and voltage profile will improve.
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VISUAL RESOURCES
Testimony of Eric Knight

INTRODUCTION

Visual resources are the natural and man-made features of the environment that can be
viewed. This analysis focuses on whether construction and operation of the MID
Electric Generating Station (MEGS) Project would cause visual impacts and whether
the project would be in compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and
standards. The determination of the potential for visual impacts resulting from the
proposed project is required by the California Environmental Quality Act.

ORGANIZATION OF ANALYSIS

This analysis is organized as follows:

f description of analysis methodology;

f description of applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS);

I description of the project aspects that may have the potential for significant visual
impacts;

 assessment of the visual setting of the proposed power plant site and linear facility
routes;

f evaluation of the visual impacts of the proposed project on the existing setting;
f evaluation of compliance of the project with applicable LORS;

f identification of measures needed to mitigate any potential significant adverse
impacts of the proposed project and/or to achieve compliance with applicable LORS;
and

1 conclusions and recommendations.

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Visual resources analysis has an inherently subjective aspect. However, the use of
generally accepted criteria for determining impact significance and a clearly described
analytical approach aid in developing an analysis that can be readily understood.

Significance Criteria

Energy Commission staff considered the following criteria in determining whether a
visual impact would be significant.

State

The CEQA Guidelines define a “significant effect” on the environment to mean a
“substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions
within the area affected by the project including...objects of historic or aesthetic
significance” (Cal. Code Regs., tit.14, § 15382).
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Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, under Aesthetics, lists the following four questions
to be addressed regarding whether the potential impacts of a project are significant.

1. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

2. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited
to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

3. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?

4. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Local

Energy Commission staff considers any local goals, policies, or designations regarding
visual resources. Conflicts with such LORS can constitute significant visual impacts.
See the section below titled Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards.

Impact Duration

The visual analysis typically distinguishes three different impact durations. Temporary
impacts typically last no longer than two years. Short-term impacts generally last no
longer than five years. Long-term impacts are impacts with a duration greater than
five years.

View Areas and Key Observation Points

The proposed project would be visible from several areas surrounding the project site.
Energy Commission staff evaluated the visual impact of the project from each of these
areas. Staff uses Key Observation Points', or KOPs, as representative locations from
which to conduct detailed analyses of the proposed project and to obtain existing
condition photographs and prepare visual simulations. KOPs are selected to be
representative of the most critical locations from which the project would be seen.
However, KOPs are not the only locations that staff considered in each view area. Prior
to the filing of the Application for a Small Power Plant Exemption (SPPE), staff visited
the project area with consultants to Modesto Irrigation District (MID or applicant) for the
purpose of selecting the KOPs. Staff believes that the KOPs presented in the SPPE are
appropriate for this analysis.

Evaluation Process

For each view area, staff considered the existing visual setting and the visual changes
that the project would cause to determine impact significance.

Elements of the Visual Setting
To assess the existing visual setting, staff considered the following elements.

! The use of KOPs or similar view locations is common in visual resource analysis. The U.S. Bureau
of Land Management (USDI BLM 1986a, 1986b, 1984) and the U.S. Forest Service (USDA Forest
Service 1995) use such an approach.
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Visual Quality

Visual quality is an expression of the visual impression or appeal of a given landscape
and the associated public value attributed to the visual resource. This analysis used an
approach that considers visual quality as ranging from outstanding to low (see Visual
Resources Table 1). Outstanding visual quality is a rating reserved for landscapes that
would be what a viewer might think of as “picture postcard” landscapes. Low visual
quality describes landscapes that are often dominated by visually discordant human
alterations, and do not provide views that people would find inviting or interesting
(Buhyoff et al., 1994).

Viewer Concern/Expectation

Viewer concern is a measurement of the level of viewer interest regarding the visual
resources in an area. Viewer expectation is the character and quality of a view that
viewers expect. One basis for that expectation by individual members of the public is
their personal familiarity with the resource. Official statements of public values and
goals, such as formal designation of an area or travel corridor as scenic, typically
formalize the widely recognized visual value of that resource, and the public’s desire to
protect that value. Where such official statements exist, the general public expectation
is that the visual quality and character of that resource will be preserved. Such official
statements also create similar expectations in members of the public who were not
previously aware of the value of the resource.

This analysis also employed land use as an indicator of viewer concern. Uses
associated with 1) designated parks, monuments, and wilderness areas, 2) scenic
highways and corridors, 3) recreational areas, and 4) residential areas are generally
considered to have high viewer concern. However, existing discordant elements in the
landscape may temper viewer concern. Travelers on other highways and roads,
including those in agricultural areas, are generally considered to have moderate viewer
concern, but viewer expectation and the level of concern may be lower if the existing
landscape contains substantial discordant elements. However, in some situations an
area of lower visual quality and degraded visual character contains particular views or
visual features that are of substantially higher visual quality or interest to the public.
Viewers may have a high degree of concern about potential degradation of the visual
quality and character of that view or feature. Commercial uses, including business
parks, typically have low-to-moderate viewer concern, though some commercial
developments have specific requirements related to visual quality, with respect to
landscaping, building height limitations, building design, and prohibition of above-ground
utility lines, which indicate a higher level of viewer concern. Industrial uses typically
have the lowest viewer concern because workers are focused on their work, and
generally are working in surroundings with relatively low visual value.
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Visual Resources Table 1
Landscape Visual Quality Ratings

Visual
Quality Description
Rating

Outstanding | A rating reserved for landscapes with exceptionally high visual quality. These landscapes will be
significant regionally and/or nationally. They usually contain exceptional natural or cultural features
that contribute to this rating. They will be what we think of as “picture post card” landscapes. People
will be attracted to these landscapes to be able to view them.

High Landscapes that have high-quality scenic value. This may be due to cultural or natural features
contained in the landscape or to the arrangement of spaces contained in the landscape that causes
the landscape to be visually interesting or a particularly comfortable place for people. These are
often landscapes that have high potential for recreational activities or in which the visual experience
is important.

Moderately Landscapes that have above average scenic value but are not of high scenic value. The scenic

High value of these landscapes may be due to man-made or natural features contained in the landscape,
to the arrangement of spaces in the landscape, or to the two-dimensional attributes of the
landscape.

Moderate Landscapes that have average scenic value. They usually lack significant man-made or natural

features. Their scenic value is primarily a result of the arrangement of spaces contained in the
landscape and the two-dimensional visual attributes of the landscape.

Moderately Landscapes that have below average scenic value but not low scenic value. They may contain

Low visually discordant man-made alterations, but the landscape is not dominated by these features.
They often lack spaces that people will perceive as inviting and provide little interest in terms of two-
dimensional visual attributes of the landscape.

Low Landscapes with low scenic value. The landscape is often dominated by visually discordant man-
made alterations; or they are landscapes that do not include places that people will find inviting and
lack interest in terms of two-dimensional visual attributes.

Rating scale based on Buhyoff et al., 1994

Viewer Exposure

The visibility of a landscape feature, the number of viewers, and the duration of the view
all affect the exposure of viewers to a given landscape feature. Visibility is highly
dependent on screening, viewing distance to the landscape feature, and angle of view.
The smaller the degree of screening and/or the closer the feature is to the center of the
view area, the greater its visibility. Increasing distance reduces visibility. Viewer
exposure can range from low values for all factors, such as a partially obscured and
brief background view for a few motorists, to high values for all factors, such as an
unobstructed foreground view from a large number of residences.

Visual Sensitivity

The overall level of sensitivity of a view area to impacts due to visual change is a
function of visual quality, viewer concern, and viewer exposure and can range from low
to high.

Types of Visual Change

To assess the visual changes that the project would cause, staff considered the
following factors.
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Contrast

Visual contrast describes the degree to which a project’s visual characteristics or
elements (consisting of form, line, color, and texture) differ from the same visual
elements established in the existing landscape. The degree of contrast can range from
low to high. The presence of forms, lines, colors, and textures in the landscape similar
to those of a proposed project indicates a landscape more capable of accepting those
project characteristics than a landscape where those elements are absent. This ability
to accept alteration is often referred to as visual absorption capability and typically is
inversely proportional to visual contrast. Texture is usually an important factor only from
foreground distances from which it can be discerned.

Dominance

Another measure of visual change is project dominance. Dominance is a measure of a)
the proportion of the total field of view that the feature occupies; b) a feature’s apparent
size relative to other visible landscape features; and c) the conspicuousness of the
feature due to its location in the view. A feature’s level of dominance is lower in a
panoramic setting than in an enclosed setting that focuses the view on the feature. A
feature’s level of dominance is higher if it is near the center of the view, is elevated
relative to the viewer, or is backdropped by sky. As the distance between a viewer and
a feature increases, its apparent size decreases and thus its dominance decreases.
The level of dominance can range from subordinate (low) to dominant (high).

View Disruption

View disruption describes the extent to which any previously visible landscape features
are blocked from view or the continuity of the view is interrupted. View disruption of
higher quality landscape features by lower quality project features causes adverse
visual impacts. The degree of view disruption can range from none to high.

LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND STANDARDS

FEDERAL

The proposed project is not located on federally administered public lands and therefore
is not subject to federal regulations pertaining to visual resources.

STATE

The proposed project site is approximately 0.4 mile west of State Route (SR) 99.
Although the upper portions of the project may be very briefly visible to northbound
motorists, SR 99 is neither an eligible or officially designated State Scenic Highway
(Caltrans 2003). Therefore, no state regulations pertaining to scenic resources are
relevant to the project.

LOCAL

The proposed power plant, electrical transmission line, and water and gas supply
pipelines would be located in the City of Ripon. Therefore, the project would be subject
to local LORS pertaining to the protection and maintenance of visual resources, which
are found in the City of Ripon General Plan and Development Code. A list of the
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relevant policies and regulations is presented below. An assessment of the MEGS
Project’s consistency with these policies and regulations is presented in a later section
of this analysis.

City Of Ripon General Plan

The City’s General Plan includes one visual resource policy that is relevant to the
project, as follows:

Circulation and Transportation Policy A4: The City will consider visual aesthetics
and safety aspects in future developments, including landscaping requirements and
setback requirements (City of Ripon 1998, p. 3-2).

City of Ripon Development Code (Title 16)

The City’s Development Code sections listed below are relevant to the visual resources
analysis of the MEGS Project (City of Ripon 2002).

Chapter 16.24: Industrial Districts

Section 16.24.010: Purpose

E. Promote high standards of site planning, and landscape design for industrial
developments within the City.

Section 16.24.030: Development Standards for Industrial Districts.

A. Trash Enclosures. Fully enclosed trash collection areas must be provided at
locations that are readily accessible to occupants and sanitation collectors.

B. Landscaping. A minimum of ten (10%) percent of a building site must be
landscaped. A landscape plan for all uses showing plant species, initial size,
location, method of irrigation, and growth characteristics consistent with any adopted
standard details must be approved by City Staff before issuance of any permits. The
required landscaping must be installed before final inspection and must be
maintained by the property owner.

L. Site Plan Permit. A development plan review is required for all new projects and any
project that includes expanding an existing use.

M. Lot and Structure Standards. Unless otherwise specified, lots and structures shall
comply with the provisions in Table 16.24.2.

Q. Maximum Structure Heights. The maximum structure heights set forth in this
subsection Q apply only to habitable areas (defined as those areas which are
accessible to people) of industrial buildings. In the M-2 (Heavy Industrial) districts,
maximum height shall not exceed 35 feet or 2 stories whichever is higher.
Structures not to exceed 4 stories or 65 feet, whichever is higher, may be
constructed provided a Use Permit is obtained. Structures which are over two (2)
stories shall be located no closer than 1,000 feet to a residential district.
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Table 16.24.2: Industrial Lot and Structure Standards (M-2 Districts).

Height: 35 feet or 2 stories (Structures up to 4 stories or 65 feet, whichever is higher,
may be constructed with a use permit. Any structures over 2 stories shall be located no
closer than 1,000 feet to a residential district.)

Front yard setback: 15 feet

Rear yard setback: 20 feet

Interior side setback: 20 feet

Street side setback: 10 feet

Landscaped lot area: 10 percent

Building coverage maximum percent: 50 percent

Chapter 16.72: Site Plan Permit Review

Section 16.72.010: Purpose

It is the purpose of this Chapter to provide a method for reviewing proposed uses that
possess characteristics that require a special appraisal to determine if the uses have
the potential to affect adversely other land uses, transportation, or facilities in the
vicinity. The Review Authority may require conditions of approval necessary to
eliminate or reduce to an acceptable level, any potentially adverse effects of a use.

Section 16.72.020: Requirements for Application

A. Applications for a site plan permit may be initiated by the property owner(s) or the
property owner’s authorized agent. Applications are filed with the Planning
Department. A request for a site plan review must include a site plan that clearly
describes the location and characteristics of the proposed use.

C. Before application, the applicant should request a preapplication conference with the
Planning Department.
Section 16.72.030: Review Procedures

The Review Procedure for a site plan permit application is review by Director of Building
and Planning for minor site plan permits, and Planning Commission review for major
site plan permits.

Section 16.72.040: Development Requirements

Site plans approved under the provisions of this Chapter shall be subject to those
conditions that ensure that the proposed use meets the minimum requirements of the
City. Unless otherwise specified the use cannot be established until all conditions have
been fulfilled.

Section 16.72.070: Findings

Before approving an application for a site plan permit, the review authority shall find
that:
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A. Consistency. The proposed use is consistent with the goals, policies, standards,
and maps of the General Plan, any applicable Master Plan, Specific Plan, and
Special Purpose Plan, and any other applicable plan adopted by the City.

Chapter 16.144: Parking and Loading

Section 16.144.040: Location of Required Parking Spaces

C. Not within specified Yards. Parking spaces required for dwellings are not to be
located within any required front or side yards.

Section 16.144.050: Design of Parking Areas.

Design standards are established for the development of off-street parking facilities as
follows:

E. Surfacing. All parking spaces, driveways and maneuvering areas shall be surfaced
and permanently maintained with base material and asphalt concrete, meeting City
of Ripon off street parking standards, to provide a durable dust free surface.

F. Landscaping and Screening. All parking areas shall be landscaped or screened
according to the standards set forth in this Code.

G. Lighting. All off-street parking areas shall have provisions for exterior lighting.
Chapter 16.148: Landscaping and Irrigation.

Section 16.148.030: Basic Requirements.

Minimum site landscaping and required planting areas must be installed in accordance
with the standards and requirements of this section that apply to all projects that require
a permit.

A. Preparation of Plans. Landscape plans must be prepared by a landscape designer,
a licensed landscape architect or other qualified person. The Planning Director and
the Public Works Director may accept plans from an applicant if the plans meet the
requirements of this Chapter.

B. Timing of Installation. Required landscaping and irrigation systems must be
completely installed prior to the use of the property and the issuance of the
Certificate of Occupancy for a new structure.

Section 16.148.040: Standards for Landscaping and Irrigation.

A. Maintenance. Required planting areas must be permanently maintained. Maintained
includes: watering, weeding, pruning, insect control, and replacement of plant
materials and irrigation equipment, as needed, to preserve the health and
appearance of plant materials.

B. Safety. Landscape materials shall not be located such that, at maturity: they interfere
with safe sight distances for vehicular, bicycle, or pedestrian traffic; they conflict with
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overhead utility lines, overhead lights, or walkway lights; or they block pedestrian or
bicycle ways.

C. Landscaping Plans Required. Each application for a permit must include plans and
written material describing all existing trees, including species, height, diameter, and
condition, and showing how any applicable site landscaping or planting area
requirements are to be met. The degree of specificity of such plans and written
material must relate to the permit or request for approval being requested.

D. Water Efficient Landscape. All new landscaping must be planned to create a water
efficient landscape in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 13.06.

1. Plant materials must be selected for: energy efficiency and drought tolerance;
adaptability and relationship to the Ripon environment; color, form, pattern; ability
to provide shade; soil retention; and fire resistiveness.

2. The overall landscape plan must be integrated with all elements of the project,
such as buildings, parking lots and streets, to achieve a desirable microclimate
and minimize energy demand.

E. Plant Selection. Plants must be healthy and meet minimum industry standards.
Native plants, particularly trees and shrubs, must be considered as the first
alternative when selecting plants.

F. Irrigation Plans. Irrigation plans must be submitted with applications for building
permits and for approval of improvement plans required by this Code, and shall
contain all construction details for an automatic system including, but not limited to,
the following:

1. Location, type, and size of lines;

Location, type, and gallonage of output of heads and/or emitters;
Location and sizes of valves;

Location and type of controller;

Installation details;

Location and type of backflow prevention device;

N o o bk b

Available water pressure and water meter outlet size;
8. lIrrigation application schedule and flow rates.

Section 16.148.050: Requirements for Parking Areas.
The following requirements apply to all open, off-street parking areas and off-street
loading areas, including nonresidential driveways:

B. One tree shall be required for each 5 parking stalls, or portion thereof, and shall be
evenly spaced throughout the parking lot.

D. Planters that abut parking stalls must be a minimum of 5 feet wide. A minimum 18-
inch-wide paved strip shall be added to the adjacent parking stall to allow access to
and from vehicles.
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Section 16.148.080: Requirements for Industrial Districts.

A. All areas not used for buildings, parking, walkways, driveways, or other permanent
facilities must be landscaped.

B. A minimum ten (10) foot wide planting strip shall be required along adjacent streets.
The strip must be continuous except where crossed by driveways and walkways.

Chapter 16.152: Fencing and Screening

Section 16.152.030: Fencing Standards

Unless otherwise specified, fencing will be permitted, but not required, and shall comply
with the provisions of this Section.

A. Fencing Materials. Fencing materials of corrugated plastic, corrugated iron, steel,
aluminum, or asbestos, excluding chain link fencing, are specifically prohibited.
Unless otherwise specified, barbed wire fence is prohibited.

E. Special Fencing Requirements for Industrial Projects.

1. Fencing of Front Yards. A fence up to 6 feet may be permitted in the required
front yard provided such fencing is constructed of woven wire, wrought iron, or
similar transparent material, and does not obstruct vehicular site distance.

2. Security Fencing. Barbed wire security fencing not to exceed 2 feet in height may
be erected on top of required or permitted fencing, except for fencing adjacent to
planned or existing residential areas. Electrical fencing adjacent to planned or
existing residential areas is prohibited.

Section 152.040: Screening Standards.

Screening may be used in any zone, provided a safe sight distance is maintained. All
screening required by this Chapter shall comply with the provisions of this Section.

A. Materials. Screening shall include the installation and maintenance of one, or a
combination, of the following elements: plant materials; fencing; walls; or berms.

B. Screening Materials. Screening materials of corrugated plastic or iron, steel,
aluminum, asbestos, wood (excluding wood in combination with masonry), or
security chain-link fencing are specifically prohibited. Security chain-link fencing may
be permitted for commercial and industrial projects if combined with landscaping
acceptable to the Review Authority. Unless otherwise specified, barbed wire and
slats are not permitted.

C. Density. When plant materials are used for screening, they must be planted in such
quantity and location as to achieve an effective visual screen within three years of
installation. If a hedge fails to retain such density any time after this three year
period, it must be supplemented or replaced with other dense landscaping or an
appropriate fence or wall.

E. Special Screening Requirements for Industrial Projects. The following requirements
apply to all industrial projects.
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2. Screening of Storage Areas. Storage areas shall be screened as follows:

a. Unless otherwise specified, all storage materials and related activities,
including storage areas for trash, must be screened so as not to be visible
from adjacent properties and public rights-of-way. Screening must be 6 to 8
feet in height. ltems stored within 100 feet of a dedicated street or residential
zone cannot be stacked higher than two feet above the adjacent screen.

b. Screening shall not be required for a storage area that abuts an existing
industrial use or property designed on the General Plan Map for industrial
use, provided the storage area is not adjacent to an existing residential use or
property designated on the General Plan Map for residential use or a public
street.

F. Exterior Lighting Structures. All exterior electrical cage enclosures and storage
tanks must be screened from view from access or adjacent streets and residential
neighborhoods.

1. Screening of Roof Equipment. Except in the Industrial Heavy (M-2) District, all
roof-mounted mechanical equipment, tanks, ventilating fans, or similar equipment
must be visually screened from view from adjacent properties and public rights-
of-way. Screening shall not exceed a height of 6 feet from roof level. Required
screens shall be architecturally compatible with the building or structure on which
they occur.

2. Exceptions to Height Requirements. The requirements of this Chapter do not
apply to uses permitted in any industrial zone which are required to maintain
visual screens to a height greater than specified in this Development Code.

G. Maintenance. All required screening materials must be maintained in good condition
by the property owner, and whenever necessary, repaired or replaced.

Chapter 16.156: Performance Standards

Section 16.156.080: Light and Glare.

Exterior lighting must be energy efficient and shielded or recessed so that direct glare
and reflections are contained within the boundaries of the parcel, and must be directed
downward and away from adjoining properties and public rights-of-way. No lighting shall
blink, flash, or be unusually high intensity or brightness. All lighting fixtures shall be
appropriate in scale, intensity, and height to the use it is serving. Security lighting must
be provided at all entrances and exits. No use shall cause a glare on lots developed
residentially, zoned for residential use, or shown as residential on the General Plan, or
cause glare on a street or alley.

Chapter 16.168: Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

Section 16.168.010: Purpose

The purpose of this Chapter is to provide a process to assure adequate monitoring and
reporting of all measures required to mitigate potential impacts from discretionary
projects, as required by Section 21081.6 of the California Pubic Resources Code.
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Section 16.168.020: Monitoring and Reporting Plan

The Review Authority shall adopt a Monitoring and Reporting Plan for discretionary
projects that are approved subject to conditions or changes which are deemed
necessary by the Review Authority to reduce potentially significant environmental
impacts below a level of significance.

C. The method of monitoring and reporting on the required mitigation measures
include:

1. The department, division, agency, firm, or individuals responsible for conducting
or overseeing the monitoring and reporting function;

2. An identification of the date or other appropriate time period for implementing
each mitigation measure;

3. An identification of the frequency of inspection and the duration of the required
monitoring and reporting.
Section 16.168.030: Responsibilities of Director
The Director is responsible for assuring the preparation and implementation of the
Monitoring and Reporting Plan.

A. The Director may request, and shall receive, assistance from other City departments
in implementing the Monitoring and Reporting Plan.

B. The Director may delegate specific responsibilities for monitoring or reporting to
project applicants or qualified consultants.

Chapter 16.172: Signs

Section 16.172.050: Regulations for Zones.

Industrial Districts or Industrial Use in the Mixed Use District (M1, M2, MU).

1. Each lot shall be permitted one freestanding sign for each street frontage, for
identification.
a. The sign may be double-faced.
b. The sign area shall not exceed 72 square feet per face.
c. The sign may be illuminated.

2. Each lot of one acre or more in size shall be permitted one monument sign, and it
may be used in conjunction with a freestanding sign for identification. On lots of less

than one acre in size, a monument sign may be used as an alternate to the
freestanding sign.

a. The sign may be double-faced.
b. Sign area shall not exceed 30 square feet per face.
c. The sign shall not exceed 5 feet in height above the adjacent pavement surface.
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d. The sign shall not be placed closer than 100 feet to any freestanding sign on the
same, or any adjacent site.

e. The sign shall be no closer than 25 feet from a driveway which intersects the
public right-of-way, or any sidewalks, driveways, etc., on the same, or any
adjacent site.

f. The sign may be illuminated.

3. Each lot shall be permitted one wall sign for each street frontage.

a. Sign area shall not exceed 20 percent of the building facade on which it is
attached.

b. The sign may be illuminated.
4. Multi-occupant complexes shall be permitted one freestanding sign for each street

frontage for complex/occupant identification, and may list the name(s) of the
complex and the occupant(s).

a. The sign may be double-faced.
b. Sign area shall not exceed 72 square feet per face.
c. The sign may be illuminated.
5. Except where otherwise provided for in this Chapter, freestanding signs in any

industrial zone shall be placed in landscaped areas, and shall not exceed 20 feet in
height above the adjacent pavement surface.

SETTING

EXISTING LANDSCAPE

The MEGS site and linear facility routes are located in the City of Ripon, which is
located in San Joaquin County. The power plant site is located in the south-central
portion of the City within an area of flat, nearly level terrain. The area surrounding the
MEGS site contains a mixture of residential, commercial, and industrial uses.
Undeveloped parcels planned for industrial uses are located to the west and south of
the project site. The Stanislaus River and riparian vegetation are located to the east
and south. The routes of the gas pipeline and electrical transmission line are industrial
in character.

VIEWING AREAS AND KEY OBSERVATION POINTS

Visual Resources Figure 1 (all of the visual resources figures are presented at the end
of this analysis) shows the areas from which the project would be visible (project
viewshed) and the location and view direction of the two key observation points (KOPs)
selected to represent two sensitive viewing areas that would be most impacted by the
proposed project. These KOPs are as follows:

1 KOP 1 - Intersection of Vera Avenue and Sixth Street
T KOP 2 - City of Ripon Veterans Park
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KOP 1 — Intersection of Vera Avenue and Sixth Street

KOP 1 is located at the corner of Vera Avenue and Sixth Street, approximately 0.35
mile west of the project site. The KOP was selected to represent the view of the MEGS
site that is available to residences on Vera Avenue, Sixth Street, Seventh Street, and
Robert Avenue. It is estimated that there are approximately 53 residences in the area
of KOP 1 that potentially have views of the site from at least the front yards of the
residences (MID2003a, page 8.11-10). Visual Resources Figure 2A shows the
current view from KOP 1 to the east in the direction of the MEGS site. In addition to the
residences at KOP 1, there are approximately four residences located at the southern
end of Palm Avenue, approximately 0.25-mile west of the MEGS site that have views of
the site from at least somewhere on their property. One of these residences has a
direct view of the MEGS site from the windows of the residence. There are two
residences on Acacia Avenue that may have views of the upper portions of the project
structures that would extend above the intervening existing industrial structures and
truck storage areas.

Visual Quality

From KOP 1, the most prominent features in the existing landscape are the flat,
undeveloped fields west of the MEGS site (seasonally covered with grass as shown in
Figure 2A and periodically disked), a 499-foot wireless cable tower, a grove of coast
redwood trees at the Fox River Paper Company to the east of the project site, and
riparian trees along the Stanislaus River south of the site. Industrial buildings, such as
Nulaid Foods Inc., are visible from this viewing area to the north of the MEGS site. The
upper portions of the Fox River Paper Company and the Ripon Cogeneration Inc.
facilities are visible between the redwood trees. These two facilities emit water vapor
plumes. Although the trees in the background are a high quality feature that provide
visual interest to a view otherwise lacking in notable scenic qualities, the view from KOP
1 is considered to have moderately low visual quality overall because the view is
dominated by a field that is only seasonally covered in grass and contains industrial
structures with low visual quality.

Viewer Concern

Residential viewers are typically considered to be highly sensitive to visual changes.
The coast redwood trees at the Fox River Paper Company and the riparian trees along
the Stanislaus River provide the only notable scenic qualities to the view in the direction
of the MEGS site from KOP 1. The blockage of the trees would be perceived by
residents at this viewing area to be an adverse visual change. Viewer concern is rated
high at KOP 1.

Viewer Exposure

The MEGS site is potentially visible from the front yards of approximately 53 residences
in the area of KOP 1. Viewer exposure varies within the viewing area. There are
approximately six to seven homes on Vera Avenue that have the most direct view of the
MEGS site. These residences face to the east and are located approximately 0.35 mile
from the site. The view from the Vera Avenue residences is the view that is depicted in
Visual Resources Figure 2A. The view from these residences is unobstructed
because the intervening fields are currently undeveloped and covered only with low-
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lying vegetation. The houses on Sixth and Seventh Streets face north/south, so their
visibility of the site is less than that of the Vera Avenue residences. Except for the
residences closest to Vera Avenue, views of the site from the windows of the Sixth and
Seventh Street residences would not be possible given their orientation. Furthermore,
trees and shrubs in the front yards of many of these residences would block the view
east down Sixth and Seventh Streets toward the MEGS site. Also, except for the
houses immediately west of Vera Avenue, the residences on Sixth and Seventh Streets
are located farther away from the site, such as those at Robert Avenue which are
approximately 0.5 mile from the site. Because the viewers at KOP 1 are people who
reside in the area and could potentially view the project throughout the day, view
duration is considered high. Overall, viewer exposure is rated moderate at KOP 1.

Overall Visual Sensitivity

For residents at KOP 1, the low to moderate visual quality, high viewer concern, and
moderate viewer exposure result in an overall visual sensitivity rating of moderate.

KOP 2 — City of Ripon Veterans Park

KOP 2 is located within Veterans Park, which is located at the corner of Locust Avenue
and 4™ Street. The viewpoint is located on the south-facing bleacher at Baseball Field
#1, approximately 0.26 mile north of the MEGS site. KOP 2 was selected to represent
the view in the direction of the project site that is available to people sitting on the
bleacher while watching a baseball game. The bleacher is estimated to hold between
50 and 100 people (MID2003a, page 8.11-11). Other viewers in the area of KOP 2
would be people playing tennis in the four courts along Locust Avenue; people playing
or watching a baseball game at the park’s other two fields; and people visiting the park
community building. There are approximately three to four residences located along
Fourth Street opposite Field #1 that would have views of the upper portions of the
project structures somewhat similar to the view from KOP 2. In addition to these
residences, the southern most residences (approximately three) on Locust Avenue
before the street becomes industrial may have views of the upper portions of the MEGS
project not blocked by intervening industrial structures. The visual quality of the view
toward the MEGS site from these residences is low due to the existing industrial
facilities.

Visual Quality

From the viewpoint, the most prominent features in the existing landscape are the
cyclone fence, which protects spectators from foul balls, and the baseball field. Other
landscape features visible to people sitting on the bleachers are the tennis courts and
the industrial buildings south of the park. The aforementioned industrial buildings, as
well as a truck storage yard, are more visible to people using the tennis courts and the
other two baseball fields than at KOP 2. The only landscape features of notable scenic
quality are the trees on the south and west perimeters of the park. The visual quality of
the view toward the MEGS site from the area of KOP 2 is considered to be low to
moderately low overall.
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Viewer Concern

Viewers within a recreational area are typically considered to be highly sensitive to
visual changes that could adversely affect their experience of the area’s visual
resources. However, the high viewer concern often associated with parks is tempered
in this case because the attention of viewers at Veterans Park is primarily focused on
watching a baseball game or participating in a sporting activity. Viewers at Veterans
Park are accustomed to seeing industrial uses in the areas south and east of the park.
These modulating elements cause viewer concern at KOP 2 to be moderate.

Viewer Exposure

The MEGS site is not visible from KOP 2 due to intervening industrial structures.
However, the upper portions of the MEGS Project structures would be visible to park
visitors. Visibility is rated moderate. During staff’'s three visits to the park very few
people were using the park. However, the potential number of viewers is high,
considering that there are three baseball fields, four tennis courts, and two parking lots
that can accommodate approximately 100 vehicles. Spectators and participants could
potentially be at the park for several hours while a baseball game is being played.
Duration of view is considered moderate. Overall viewer exposure is considered
moderate due to the moderate visibility and duration of view, and the periodically high
number of viewers.

Overall Visual Sensitivity

For recreational users at KOP 2, the low to moderate visual quality and the moderate
viewer concern and viewer exposure result in an overall visual sensitivity rating of
moderately low.

IMPACTS
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
Less Than

Potentially Significant Less Than No

VISUAL RESOURCES Significant With Significant | ¢
Impact Mitigation Impact mpac
Incorporated

Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect X

on a scenic vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, X
and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?

c) Substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the X
site and its surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial
light or glare, which would
adversely affect day or nighttime
views in the area?
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DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

The following discussion explains the responses to the questions in the environmental
checklist.

A. Scenic Vistas

Staff did not identify any scenic vistas within the project viewshed, nor are any identified
in the City of Ripon General Plan. Thus, the project would have no impact under this
criterion.

B. Scenic Resources

The MEGS site does not contain any scenic resources such as trees or rock
outcroppings that could be damaged by the proposed project. Grass and weeds are the
only vegetation growing on the site, and there are not any existing structures on the site.
As indicated in the previous discussion of LORS, the proposed project is not within view
of a State Scenic Highway. Views of oak savannah and riparian areas along the
Stanislaus River are possible from the area of KOP 1. The Stanislaus River corridor is
recognized in the City of Ripon General Plan, Open Space and Conservation Element,
as the City’s most valuable natural resource. The proposed project would not block
views of the Stanislaus River riparian areas as seen from residences in the area of KOP
1. Thus, the project would have a less than significant impact under this criterion.

C. Visual Character or Quality

Project aspects that were evaluated in the assessment of Item C include project
construction; the power plant structures; the electric transmission line and water and
gas supply pipelines; and HRSG and cooling tower plumes.

Construction Impacts

The proposed power plant would occupy eight acres within a 12.25-acre parcel located
at the intersection of Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard. Approximately four acres
of the parcel would be used during construction for storage of equipment and materials
and for parking by construction personnel. Construction of the proposed power plant
would cause temporary visual impacts due to the presence of equipment, materials, and
workforce. Construction would involve the use of cranes, heavy construction
equipment, temporary storage and office facilities, and temporary laydown/staging
areas.

A 0.25-mile-long pipeline would be constructed to deliver natural gas to the project. The
pipeline would extend to the MEGS site from an existing PG&E main gas line located
north of the site at South Stockton Avenue and 4" Street. Gas pipeline construction
activities would be visible to the six residences and one small apartment building that
are located along this portion of South Stockton Avenue. Except for these residences,
the majority of the uses along South Stockton Avenue are industrial. The visual quality
along the gas pipeline route is low. A typical construction spread for pipelines would
include a bulldozer, backhoe, boom trucks, excavation diggers, material delivery trucks,
welding trucks and inspection vehicles. Often, most major pieces of equipment used to
construct pipelines would remain along the pipeline rights-of-way during construction of
the lines. Typically, pipeline construction activities (from site preparation to restoration)
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could potentially be viewed from any one residence for up to two weeks, with
decreasing levels of visual clarity as the distance to construction activities increases.

Construction of the project is expected to last for nine months. Due to the temporary
nature of project construction activities, the moderately low number of residences with
unobstructed views of the MEGS site and laydown area and the 0.25-mile distance to
the nearest of these residences, the low level of traffic on nearby roads, and the
moderate overall visual sensitivity of the viewshed, no substantial visual degradation of
the sites or their surroundings would occur. The applicant does not expect that
construction of the project linear facilities, including the electric transmission line, would
require the removal of ornamental trees or shrubs. After installation of the linear
facilities, the areas disturbed by construction activities would be returned to their pre-
construction condition, thereby minimizing the impact on the landscape (MID2003a).

The applicant is not anticipating the need for nighttime construction (MID2003l). If
construction is accelerated, it is expected that additional construction personnel could
be accommodated onsite during the day. In the unlikely event that nighttime
construction does occur, the applicant would take measures to minimize the off-site
visibility of this lighting. These measures would include using the minimal lighting
required for operations and safety, and using lighting that is shielded and highly
directional (MID2003I). The mitigation measures proposed by the applicant would
ensure that construction lighting impacts, if they occur, are kept to less than significant
levels.

Power Plant Structures

The power plant structures would include two 85-foot-tall exhaust stacks, two 43-foot-
tall combustion turbine generators, and two 40-foot-tall chiller/cooling tower packages.
A 10-foot-high non-reflective chain-link fence with vinyl slating and topped with one foot
of barbed wire would surround the project. The MEGS Project was revised in
Supplement A to the SPPE to include a zero liquid discharge (ZLD) system. Three ZLD
technology options are being considered by MID (MID2003z). The primary ZLD
equipment would be located in the same location on the site under all three options.
Option 1 is considered the “worst case” scenario from a visual perspective because it
has the tallest feature (the 70-foot-tall brine concentrator and spray dryer) compared to
Option 2 and 3 where the tallest structures would be 40 feet tall. Buildings at the project
site would include an approximately 26-foot tall and 130-foot long building containing a
warehouse, maintenance shop, and water treatment room and an approximately 26-
foot-tall and 95-foot-long electrical control and administration building.

A detailed analysis of operation impacts was conducted for the view areas represented
by the two key observation points. For each KOP, an evaluation of visual contrast,
project dominance, and view disruption is presented with a concluding assessment of
the overall degree of visual change caused by the proposed project. The results of the
operation impact analysis are discussed below by KOP. The visual impacts of night
lighting and visible plumes are discussed in separate sections of this analysis.
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KOP 1 - Vera Avenue at Sixth Street

Visual Contrast

Visual Resources Figure 2B presents a visual simulation of the proposed project as
viewed from KOP 1 at the intersection of Vera Avenue and Sixth Street. From KOP 1,
the majority of the structures with complex industrial character are obscured by the
simple forms of the warehouse/maintenance shop and water treatment building and the
water tanks. The simple geometric forms and straight lines of the project structures
would be similar to the forms and lines of the industrial warehouse-type structures to the
north of the MEGS site. Except for the exhaust and brine concentrator stacks, the
horizontal form of the project structures would be consistent with the horizontal form of
the undeveloped field in the foreground and horizontal band of trees in the background.
Although the vertical elements of the project (stacks) would contrast with the flat,
horizontal field, vertical man-made features have been established in the landscape,
such as the 499-foot-tall wireless cable tower and several grain silos and a water tower,
which are visible from residences farther south on Vera Avenue toward Doak
Boulevard. The medium gray color depicted on the majority of the structures would
contrast moderately with the seasonally changing colors of the field (green to brown)
and the green trees in the background. The light gray color of the
warehouse/maintenance shop structure would cause a moderate to high degree of
contrast with the predominant colors of the landscape. The color of this building should
be changed so that it is less obtrusive. Overall visual contrast is rated moderate.

Project Dominance

The power plant structures would appear comparable in size to the industrial buildings
to the north of the MEGS site and much smaller than the wireless cable tower. The
project would occupy a small portion of the panoramic landscape visible from KOP 1.
The majority of the power plant structures would not extend above the tree line in the
background. The exhaust and brine concentrator stacks and the cooling tower would
be seen against the sky, thereby increasing the conspicuousness of the proposed
project. Project dominance is rated co-dominant (moderate).

View Disruption

From KOP 1, the power plant structures would block from view about half of the coast
redwoods growing at the Fox River Paper Company site. The coast redwoods and the
riparian trees along the Stanislaus River are the only notable scenic qualities visible
from this viewpoint. Views of riparian trees would not be affected. The severity of the
view disruption is considered moderate.

Overall Visual Change

From KOP 1, the overall visual change caused by the proposed project would be
moderate due to the moderate degree of contrast and view disruption that would occur
from the project’s co-dominant structures.

Visual Impact Significance

When considered within the context of the moderate visual sensitivity of the existing
landscape and viewing characteristics, the moderate degree of visual change that would
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be perceived from the area of KOP 1 would cause an adverse but less than significant
visual impact.

KOP 2 - Veterans Park

Visual Contrast

Visual Resources Figure 3B presents a visual simulation of the proposed project as it
would be seen from KOP 2, which is located on the south-facing bleacher at Baseball
Field #1 at Veterans Park. The simple geometric forms and straight lines of the MEGS
Project structures would be similar to the existing industrial warehouse-type structures
that are visible from this viewpoint. The vertical elements of the project (exhaust and
brine concentrator stacks) would be similar in form and line to other vertical features,
such as light poles, power poles, fence posts, and the wireless cable tower. The gray
color of the project structures would cause a moderately low degree of contrast with the
sky and the colors of the existing industrial structures, which are painted in various
colors, such as white, gray, blue, and green. Overall visual contrast is low.

Project Dominance

The MEGS Project would occupy a small portion of the panoramic landscape visible
from the KOP 2 area. The project structures would be taller than the existing industrial
structures in the view, but comparable in height and scale to the trees along the south
perimeter of the park. The project would be much smaller than the wireless cable
tower, and would appear much smaller than the fence between the bleacher and the
ball field. Several of the MEGS Project structures, most notably the exhaust and brine
concentrator stacks, would be seen against the sky, thereby increasing the
conspicuousness of the project. Project dominance is rated co-dominant (moderate).

View Disruption

The project structures would block a very small portion of the sky. No other landscape
features of high visual quality would be blocked from view. The severity of the view
disruption at KOP 2 is rated low.

Overall Visual Change

From KOP 2, the overall visual change caused by the proposed project would be low to
moderate due to the low degree of contrast and view disruption that would occur from
the project’s co-dominant structures.

Visual Impact Significance

When considered within the context of the moderately low visual sensitivity of the
existing landscape and viewing characteristics, the low to moderate degree of visual
change that would be perceived from the area of KOP 2 would result in a less than
significant visual impact.

Electric Transmission Line

The MEGS Project would interconnect with the existing MID Stockton Substation
located northeast of the site via a new 0.25-mile long double-circuit 69-kV
subtransmission line. The new line would require the installation of approximately
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seven wood or metal poles. The line would exit the MEGS site at the northeast corner,
cross over Stockton Avenue, and then travel in an east by northeast direction along the
access road to the Fox River Paper Company before entering the Stockton Substation.
The area surrounding the subtransmission line route and Stockton Substation is vacant
or industrial in character. There are existing power lines along the access road. The
subtransmission line would not substantially degrade the existing visual quality of the
area, which is rated low to moderately low. The portion of the subtransmission line as it
exits the MEGS site would be visible from KOPs 1 and 2. The subtransmission poles
would be similar in form, line, and scale to existing power poles or other vertical
elements visible from these viewpoints, and would cause a low degree of view
disruption. The resulting visual impact of the subtransmission line on the views from
KOPs 1 and 2 would be less than significant.

Combustion Exhaust and Cooling Tower Plumes

The MEGS Project is proposed to be a simple cycle power plant that would include two
85-foot tall combustion exhaust stacks and two 40-foot-tall chiller/cooling tower
packages. The applicant has not proposed to use any methods to abate visible plumes.

The combustion exhaust temperature ranges from 670 to 850 degrees Fahrenheit. At
such high temperatures, little or no visible water vapor plumes would be expected to
form above the exhaust stacks under any combination of operating and ambient
conditions (Walters 2003a). Because the MEGS turbines would use water injection,
there would be a minor potential for very occasional visible water vapor plumes to occur
under extremely cold conditions or during turbine startup operating conditions. No
significant visual impacts are anticipated due to the very low frequency of occurrence of
the combustion exhaust water vapor plumes.

The primary cooling load of the MEGS cooling towers would be the inlet air chillers,
which would not operate at temperatures below 55 degrees Fahrenheit. The cooling
towers would have a minor secondary load of lube oil cooling. The MEGS cooling
towers would be very small and their cooling load would be directly dependent on
ambient temperature (i.e., the higher the temperature, the higher the cooling load),
which would reduce the potential for visible water vapor plumes to form (Walters
2003c). Because of the simple cycle design of the MEGS Project and the small size
and proposed operation of the cooling towers, staff did not conduct plume modeling for
the project. Staff’s evaluation of the MEGS cooling tower visible water vapor plumes is
based on recent modeling conducted by staff for the Los Esteros Critical Energy Facility
(LECEF), also a simple-cycle power plant with similarly operated cooling towers. The
LECEF cooling tower load is four times the load of MEGS, and the humidity of the
LECEF project area (San Jose) is much higher than it is in Ripon. Based on this
comparison, staff can conclude that the cooling tower plume potential for the MEGS
Project would be very low (Walters 2003a). It is likely that the frequency of the cooling
tower plumes would not exceed 10 percent of seasonal daylight no rain, no fog hours,
the minimum level used by staff to determine potential impact (Walters 2003b). Any
plumes that would form are expected to be small. Staff estimates that the cooling tower
plumes would be approximately 80 feet tall, which is about as tall as the 85-foot tall
exhaust stacks. There are several other plume sources in the area, such as Nulaid
Foods, Inc., Fox River Paper Company, and Ripon Cogeneration Inc. Small visible
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plumes were observed emanating from the paper and cogeneration facilities during
staff’s site visit in June. In Visual Resources Figure 2B an existing water vapor plume
about the same size as the MEGS Project exhaust stack is visible to the east of the
MEGS site.

Under clear sky viewing conditions, the white cooling tower plumes would contrast
highly with the blue sky background. The vertical and diagonal, irregular and changing
form of the plume would distinguish the plume from the broad, horizontal, natural
landforms and the generally uniform appearance of sky. The MEGS cooling tower
plumes would appear similar in form, line, and color to the existing water vapor plumes
in the vicinity of the project site. The plumes would also be similar in color to the
existing white-colored industrial buildings to the north of the MEGS site, although they
would contrast with the green row of trees in the background. Overall visual contrast
with the existing setting is considered low to moderate.

The plumes would occupy a very small part of the overall setting. The plumes would
appear to be about the same height as the nearby industrial buildings. There would
typically be other industrial plumes in the vicinity occurring at the same time as the
MEGS plumes, some of which may be approximately the same size as the project
plumes. The dominance rating of the cooling tower plumes is rated subordinate to co-
dominant.

When the plumes are present, they would block small portions of the sky. The plumes
would block no other unique or notable scenic features. View disruption is considered
to be low.

The overall visual change caused by the MEGS cooling tower plumes would be low to
moderate due to the plumes’ low to moderate degree of contrast with the existing
setting, subordinate to co-dominant dominance rating, and low degree of view
disruption. When considered within the context of the moderate visual sensitivity of the
existing landscape and viewing characteristics, the low to moderate degree of visual
change caused by the MEGS cooling tower plumes would result in an adverse but less
than significant impact.

D. Light or Glare

Currently there are no sources of nighttime lighting at the MEGS site; however, there
are numerous sources of nighttime lighting in the vicinity of the site that are visible from
KOPs 1 and 2 (MID2003I). Industrial facilities in the vicinity of the MEGS site that are
sources of existing nighttime lighting include the wireless cable tower and the City’s
wastewater treatment plant ponds south of the site; Nulaid Foods, Inc. and Jim Aartman
Inc. to the north of the site on Locust Avenue; and the Fox River Paper Company and
Ripon Cogeneration Inc. to the east of the site. Other sources of nighttime lighting
include the lights at the baseball fields and tennis courts at the City of Ripon Veterans
Park.

The MEGS Project would require nighttime lighting for operational safety and security.

If project lighting were uncontrolled it could cause adverse visual impacts on nearby
sensitive visual receptors, such as residences on Vera and Palm Avenues. MID has
committed to minimizing offsite lighting impacts (MID2003a; page 8.11-14). Specifically,
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MID proposes to install lights that are shielded and directed downward, and install
switches on the project’s tallest structures, such as the SCR duct work and combustion
stacks, so that these lights would be turned off except for maintenance activities
(MID2003a; MID2003I). Because of the existing character of the project area at night
and MID’s commitment to minimize light emissions offsite, the MEGS project would not
create a substantial new source of light or glare that could adversely affect nighttime
views.

The visual simulations provided in the SPPE depict a medium gray color for the majority
of the project structures, except for the maintenance building, which is depicted in a light
gray color. To reduce its visual contrast with the setting, staff believes that the
maintenance building should also be painted in a medium gray color similar to that
depicted for the balance of the power plant structures. At least 60 days prior to the City
of Ripon Planning Commission consideration of the MEGS Project, MID will provide to
the City of Ripon for review and approval (through the Major Site Plan Permit Review
Process) a surface treatment plan addressing MID’s plans for treatment of surfaces for
all MEGS structures and buildings visible to the public (MID2003rr). The intent of the
surface treatment plan will be to: 1) utilize colors acceptable to the City of Ripon that will
minimize visual intrusion and contrast by blending with the surrounding landscape; and
2) utilize finishes that will not create excessive glare. At a minimum the surface
treatment plan will include elevation drawings with proposed colors and finishes (as
shown on color brochures or color chips) keyed to major project structures, buildings,
and tanks that are visible to the public. MID will maintain the surface treatment for the
life of the project. Further, MID will use sub-transmission line conductors that are non-
reflective and insulators that are non-refractive. With MID’s commitment to treat project
structures in a manner that minimizes visual contrast and glare, the project would not be
a source of substantial glare that could adversely affect daytime views.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

As defined in Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14), a
cumulative impact consists of an impact created as a result of the combination of the
project together with other projects causing related impacts. The cumulative impact
from several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental
impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.

Cumulative impacts to visual resources could occur where project facilities or activities
(such as construction) occupy the same field of view as other built facilities or impacted
landscapes. It is also possible that a cumulative impact could occur if a viewer’s
perception is that the general visual quality of an area is diminished by the proliferation
of visible structures (or construction effects such as disturbed vegetation), even if the
new structures are not within the same field of view as the existing structures. The
significance of the cumulative impact would depend on the degree to which (1) the
viewshed is altered; (2) visual access to scenic resources is impaired; or (3) visual
quality is diminished.
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The SPPE and Data Responses (MID2003I, #91) provide a listing of projects under
construction or approved and probable future projects in the area surrounding the
MEGS Project site. The other development projects are as follows:

f City of Ripon Compressed Natural Gas Station at 240 Doak Boulevard
City of Ripon Animal Shelter at 444 Doak Boulevard

City of Ripon Corporation Yard expansion at 620 Doak Boulevard
Nulaid Foods Inc. expansion at 200 Fifth Street

Arrow Asphalt Project at 441 Doak Boulevard

Al Waggoner Project at 1012 S. Acacia Avenue

Expansion of Jim Aartman Trucking on Acacia Avenue

= =4 4 —Aa a4 -—a -

Poppy Hills Residential Subdivision on the east side of S. Jack Tone Road across
the street from the Jack Tone Golf Course

1 Doak Boulevard Extension between Vera Avenue and S. Stockton Avenue

1 S. Stockton Avenue Extension south to the new extension of Doak Boulevard

Immediately west of the MEGS site, Arrow Asphalt is proposing to construct four
buildings with square footage ranging from 2,500 to 4,000 for each building. The Arrow
Asphalt project would include an office building, a vehicle repair building, and two
storage buildings (another two buildings are labeled on the Arrow Asphalt site plan as
“future storage”). The maximum height of these buildings would be 22 feet. Also
immediately west of the MEGS site and north of Arrow Asphalt, Al Waggoner is
proposing to construct two buildings with square footage of 1,200 and 2,400 each. This
project would include a two-story office building and a one-story workshop. The
maximum height of these buildings would be 34 feet. In addition to these two projects,
the owners of Aartman Trucking closed escrow in May 2003 on the parcel immediately
south of their existing facility on Acacia Avenue, and immediately west of the northern
end of the MEGS site (MID2003l). It is anticipated that a permit application will soon be
submitted to the City for this project, which would consist of truck parking surrounded by
a 6-foot high cyclone fence.

The applicant prepared visual simulations of the MEGS Project with the Arrow Asphalt
and Al Waggoner projects (see Visual Resources Figure 2C), and the MEGS Project,
with the two aforementioned projects, and the future expansion of Aartman Trucking
(see Visual Resources Figure 2D), as these projects would be seen from KOP 1
located on Vera Avenue. The Arrow Asphalt and Al Waggoner projects have been
approved (Johnston 2003). The City will require these projects to install landscaping
along their frontages with the extensions of Acacia Avenue and Doak Boulevard (MID
2003l). The City of Ripon Zoning Code Section 16.148.080 requires a continuous
(except where crossed by driveways and walkways) 10-foot wide (minimum) planting
strip along adjacent streets in Industrial districts. At a minimum, trees must be planted
at a 5-gallon container size (Johnston 2003). At the time of this analysis, the City had
not received detailed landscaping plans for the Arrow Asphalt and Al Waggoner
projects. The landscaping that is depicted in Visual Resources Figures 2C and 2D is
based on information the applicant received from the Arrow Asphalt architect and
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preliminary site plan for the project. The simulations depict mature, 20 year old London
plane trees (Platanus acerifolia) planted along the Acacia Avenue frontages of all of
these projects. According to Ms. Mitzi Johnston with the City of Ripon, London plane
trees are the required street tree on Doak Boulevard. The aesthetics of projects in this
area is of concern to the City because Doak Boulevard will connect to existing (and
currently under construction) residential areas to the southwest of the MEGS Project
area (Johnston 2003). Acacia Avenue does not have requirements for specific tree
species. Assuming growth rates of approximately 1.5 to three feet per year, and an
initial planting size of eight to 10 feet (24 inch box size), the London plane trees would
be between 15 and 25 feet tall five years after planting (MID2003x). With these
assumptions, these trees would provide some visual screening of the MEGS Project, as
viewed from the area of KOP 1. However, the screening would not be year round
because London plane trees are deciduous, and thus would drop their leaves in the fall
and not regain them again until the spring. Furthermore, views of the power plant
structures would be possible below the canopies of the trees.

From the KOP 1 view area, development of the MEGS Project, Arrow Asphalt, Al
Waggoner, and Aartman Trucking projects would substantially replace views of
evergreen trees (coast redwoods) at the Fox River Paper Company with industrial
structures. Visual Resources Figure 2E presents a simulation of the MEGS Project
and the Arrow Asphalt and Al Waggoner projects without landscaping to illustrate the
cumulative view blockage of the trees in the background that would be caused by these
projects. In Visual Resources Figure 2E, the Arrow Asphalt (shown at build-out) and
Al Waggoner projects, although depicted without building design details, are shown
accurately in terms of placement and scale. The deciduous London plane trees would
not provide year-round screening of the proposed power plant and other industrial
structures (primarily corrugated metal buildings), which have lower visual quality than
the trees they would block. The visual impacts (primarily view blockage) of the MEGS
Project, in combination with visual impacts of the planned and probable future projects,
would be cumulatively considerable, and thus would result in a significant cumulative
impact to visual resources. The visual impacts of the project’s visible plumes and
nighttime lighting, in combination with plumes and lighting from existing and planned
projects, would increase the industrial character of the area, exacerbating the significant
cumulative visual impacts caused by the structures of all the development projects.

To reduce the project’s contribution to significant cumulative visual impacts, MID agrees
to plant trees along the western site boundary (MID2003rr). MID would utilize fast
growing, tall evergreen species planted at a sufficient density to provide maximum
effective screening of the project structures within the shortest feasible time after the
start of commercial operation. At least 60 days prior to the City of Ripon Planning
Commission consideration of the MEGS Project (or such other period of time as
specified by the City of Ripon), MID will submit a site landscaping plan to the City of
Ripon for review and approval. The landscaping plan will include, at a minimum: 1) a
list of the proposed plant species; 2) installation sizes; 3) expected growth rates; and 4)
plant spacing. MID will maintain the landscaping, including monitoring for and
replacement of unsuccessful plantings, and routine annual or semiannual debris
removal, for the life of the project.
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Staff has prepared a visual simulation to illustrate the effect of planting trees along the
western site boundary. Visual Resources Figure 2F shows the project with five year
old redwood trees as it would be seen from Vera Avenue to the west. Staff chose to
depict redwoods (Sequoia sempervirens) along the western site boundary because this
is the tree species that is growing on the Fox River Paper Company property to the east
of the MEGS site that would be blocked from view by the MEGS and cumulative
projects. In addition, redwoods are an aesthetically pleasing and commonly used
landscape tree. However, another fast growing evergreen tree species may prove
preferable. The redwoods shown in Figure 2F were assumed to be eight to 10 feet tall
to start, planted 10 feet on center, and growing at four feet per year. This growth rate
would require regular watering as redwoods thrive on a luxurious supply of water. The
power plant would use non-potable water (water that is not fit for drinking) for cooling
and process water demands. The use of non-potable water for irrigation is encouraged
by staff and required by the City of Ripon LORS.

As depicted in Visual Resources Figure 2F, the redwoods five years after planting
would soften the appearance of the MEGS Project and would appear about as tall as
the existing redwoods are currently. Presumably, the existing redwoods on the Fox
River Paper Company property would continue to grow during this time period and
become visible above the top of some of the project structures. It is staff's opinion that
with this level of visual screening (with either redwoods or other fast growing evergreen
species and berm if needed), the project’s contribution to significant cumulative impacts
would be reduced such that the residual visual impacts of the project, when combined
with the impacts of the existing, planned, and probable future projects, would not be
cumulatively considerable. Staff considers visual impacts lasting less than five years to
be short term impacts and less than significant. Furthermore, the City of Ripon will
require the other development projects to install landscaping along Acacia Avenue,
which would further reduce the cumulative visual impact. In the long term (e.g., 10
years), the redwoods (or other more desirable fast growing evergreen species) would
be more effective at reducing visual impacts by substantially screening the project from
view from the KOP 1 area.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Staff has reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the minority population is less
than 50 percent within a six-mile radius of the proposed MEGS power plant (please
refer to Socioeconomics Figure 1 in this Initial Study). However, as indicated in
Socioeconomics Figure 1, there are multiple census blocks with greater than 50
percent minority persons within the six-mile radius. Staff considers these to be pockets
or clusters. Staff also reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the low-income
population is less than fifty percent within the same radius. In the case of visual
resources, staff has not identified unmitigated significant direct or cumulative impacts
resulting from the construction or operation of the project, and therefore there are no
visual resources environmental justice issues related to this project.
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COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS, AND
STANDARDS

FEDERAL
There are no federal visual resources-related LORS applicable to the MEGS Project.

STATE

There are no state visual resources-related LORS applicable to the project.

LOCAL

The City of Ripon General Plan and Development Code (Title 16) contains visual
resources-related policies, regulations and standards applicable to the proposed MEGS
project, such as requirements for landscaping, design of fences and signs, screening of
trash enclosures and storage areas, and exterior lighting controls (see the section of
this analysis titled Laws, Ordinances, Regulations, and Standards). In several
instances, the SPPE did not provide sufficient information to verify whether the
proposed project would comply with all relevant regulations and standards of the zoning
code. For instance, a landscaping plan was not provided in the SPPE so that
compliance with requirements for minimum site landscaping and screening of storage
areas and parking lots could be verified. The SPPE does not indicate whether the
project would include signs, so conformance with the sign regulations could not be
determined. The project would comply with setback requirements (MID2003nn). The
City of Ripon would ensure that the project complies with requirements for landscaping,
exterior lighting, and other applicable visual resources-related LORS through their Major
Site Plan Permit Review Process.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Intervenor Robert Sarvey: Intervenor agrees with staff assessment that unmitigated
visual impacts will occur along the western boundary of the project. The Mitigation
proposed will only provide significant screening after a long period of time depending on
the landscaping growth rate. During the time that the projects landscaping will mature
the projects unmitigated impact will exist. Any resident that chooses to sell their
property prior to the maturity of the landscaping will have their sales price affected by
their proximity to the plant. Other residents that choose to remain will be subjected to
the significant adverse impact of the project.

Staff Response: The applicant agrees to plant fast growing, tall evergreen trees along
the western site boundary to mitigate the project’s contribution to potentially significant
cumulative impacts. Visual Resources Figure 2F shows the project with five year old
coast redwoods as it would be seen from Vera Avenue (KOP 1) to the west. As
depicted in the simulation, the trees would soften the appearance of the MEGS Project
and would appear about as tall as the existing redwoods are currently. Presumably, the
existing redwoods on the Fox River Paper Company property would continue to grow
during this time period and become visible above the top of some of the project
structures. It is staff’s opinion that with this level of visual screening, the project’s
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contribution to significant cumulative impacts would be reduced such that the residual
visual impacts of the project, when combined with the impacts of existing, planned, and
probable future projects, would not be cumulatively considerable. Staff considers visual
impacts lasting less than five years to be short term impacts and less than significant.
Furthermore, the City of Ripon will require the other development projects to install
landscaping along Acacia Avenue, which would further reduce the cumulative visual
impact. In the long term (e.g., 10 years), the redwoods (or other more desirable fast
growing evergreen species) would be more effective at reducing visual impacts by
substantially screening the project from view from the KOP 1 area.

CONCLUSIONS

With effective implementation of the applicant’s proposed mitigation measures as
described in the SPPE and supplements thereto, the proposed MEGS Project would
cause less than significant direct and cumulative visual impacts. Implementation of the
mitigation measures proposed by MID would be ensured through the City of Ripon’s
Major Site Plan Permit Review and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting processes.
Compliance with applicable visual resources-related local LORS would be ensured by
the City of Ripon through their Major Site Plan Permit Review Process.

PROPOSED CONDITIONS OF EXEMPTION

During the August 8, 2003 workshop, a discussion was held concerning the need for
Conditions of Exemption VIS-1 and VIS-2 that staff proposed in the Draft Initial Study
(DIS). Based on that discussion, MID has revised the MEGS project to mitigate impacts
from project structures and building surfaces visible to the public and landscaping along
the western site boundary to the point where clearly no significant cumulative impact on
the environment would occur. The changes demonstrate that the project as currently
proposed would not cause significant adverse visual impacts, and additional mitigation
measures proposed by staff (i.e., through Conditions of Exemption) are not necessary.
Furthermore, staff is confident that the City of Ripon will ensure through their Major Site
Plan Permit Review and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting processes that the
measures proposed by MID are effectively implemented. Therefore, no visual
resources Conditions of Exemption are proposed.
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WASTE MANAGEMENT

Testimony of Ramesh Sundareswaran

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this section is to assess the potential impacts associated with the
Modesto Irrigation District Electric Generation Station (MEGS) project’s proposed
generation and management of hazardous and nonhazardous wastes. Energy
Commission staff’s objective is to ensure that there will be no significant adverse
impacts from wastes generated during the project’s life-cycle. A brief overview of the
project is provided, as are discussions regarding important checklist items with respect
to hazardous and nonhazardous wastes. A discussion of additional items listed in the
Hazards and Hazardous Materials portion of the checklist can be found in the
Hazardous Materials Management section of this Initial Study (IS). The section
concludes with staff's proposed conditions of exemption.

SETTING

Modesto irrigation District (MID) proposes to construct, own, and operate an electric
generating facility in the City of Ripon, California (MID 2003a). The proposed facility will
consist of two, natural-gas-fired, simple-cycle combustion turbine electric generators
(CTG) rated at a nominal gross generating capacity of 50 megawatts (MW) each. The
net electrical output of the facility would be 95 MW after plant parasitic power
consumption. Zero liquid discharge (ZLD) technology will be employed to enable MID to
reclaim project-generated wastewater. Such an approach would enable MID to utilize
generated wastewater as a beneficial resource, thereby eliminating the wastewater
stream entirely. The wastewater will comprise of water treatment plant reverse osmosis
reject water, cooling tower blowdown and multi-media filter backwash water. MID is
presently evaluating three options for the ZLD system. Option 1 will utilize brine
concentrating and spray drying, option 2 will use high efficiency reverse osmosis and
crystallization and the third option will incorporate reverse osmosis, crystallization and
filter pressing. Selection of the optimal approach will be determined by MID in the final
facility design (MID 2003z).

The proposed eight-acre project site is to be situated within a 12.5-acre parcel located
at the intersection of South Stockton Avenue and Doak Boulevard. The SPPE
Application identifies the surrounding land use as primarily industrial. The proposed
project site is currently classified as industrial land. The site has previously been used
as an orchard, from as early as the 1940’s up to the 1980’s. Please refer to the Project
Description section for more detail.

Both non-hazardous and hazardous wastes are expected to be generated during all
phases of the facility’s permitted existence as described below.

August 2003 18-1 WASTE MANAGEMENT



IMPACTS

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would the project:

a) Create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

c) Be located on a site which is included
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS —

Would the p

roject:

d) Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate
the project’s solid waste disposal
needs?

e) Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to
solid waste?

DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

The proposed project would be considered to have significant impacts relating to waste

management if it would:

I create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials.

f result in the emission or handling of hazardous materials, substances, or waste
within % -mile of an existing or proposed school.

 be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and would create a significant

hazard to the public or environment.

f not be serviced by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the

project’s solid waste disposal needs.

' not comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid

waste.
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The basis for the outcomes provided in the checklist are discussed below.

a. Create a significant hazard to the public through routine transport,
disposal or use of hazardous materials- Less Than Significant
Impact with Mitigation Incorporated

Preconstruction

Section 8.12.4.2 of the SPPE Application and the Phase | Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) discuss historical land use activities that may have resulted in
potential hazardous waste contamination at the project site (MID 2003q, CEC 2003Db).
The entire parcel proposed for the MEGS project was continuously used as an orchard
for approximately 50 years and DDT has been identified as a highly likely insecticide
that was used at the site during those years.

A Phase Il ESA was undertaken to delineate the extent of the horizontal and vertical
suspected pesticide contamination at the site prior to any earthmoving (MID 2003d).
The investigation, under the oversight of the Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) and the CEC, was conducted in accordance with protocols contained in DTSC’s
interim guidance in evaluating soils at school sites that were used for agricultural
activities where agricultural chemicals may pose a threat to human health and the
environment (DTSC 2003a).

Results from the sampling were compared against the U.S. EPA Preliminary
Remediation Goals (PRGs) identified for industrial scenarios. PRGs are chemical
concentrations that correspond to fixed levels of health risk in soil, water, and air and
serve as tools that can be used for evaluating and cleaning up contaminated sites. The
sampling results indicate residual concentrations significantly below the PRGs. No
additional sampling or remediation is therefore necessary at the site (MID 2003hh, PC
2003a).

Construction

Operation and Maintenance

The majority of the hazardous wastes can be recycled, such as used oils, solvents,
glycol, and the spent SCR (Selective Catalytic Reduction NOx control) and CO (carbon
monoxide) catalysts (both classified as hazardous due to heavy metal content). The
ZLD wastes have the potential to exhibit hazardous characteristics. If classified as
hazardous, the ZLD wastes will need to be appropriately classified, stored for fewer
than 90 days, transported, and disposed of in accordance with all applicable federal,
state and local hazardous waste requirements. Should the ZLD wastes be deemed non-
hazardous, it is possible that the wastes could be characterized as “California
designated wastes” due to their potentially high inorganic matter (solids) content. This
category of waste is either nonhazardous waste that contains pollutants that, under
ambient environmental conditions at a waste management unit, could be released in
concentrations exceeding applicable water quality objectives or could reasonably be
expected to affect the beneficial uses of the waters of the state (Water Code, §
13173(b)) or hazardous waste which has been granted a variance from hazardous
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waste management requirements pursuant to Section 66310 of Title 22 of the California
Code of Regulations. Designated wastes are required to be discharged to fully
contained Class | or Il disposal sites. (Cal. Code Regs. tit. 27, § 20210). However, a
designated waste can be discharged to a Class Il disposal site if it can be
demonstrated that there is a lower risk to water quality than indicated by the ‘designated
waste’ classification.

b. Handle hazardous waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school.

There are no schools within one-quarter mile of the proposed project.

c. Located on a hazardous waste site.

The proposed site is not located on any list of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5.

d. Served by a landfill with sufficient capacity - Less Than Significant
Impact.

Project operation will generate approximately 20 cubic yards/ month of
nonhazardous solid wastes typical of office and maintenance activities at an
industrial facility. Anticipated wastes include paper, trash, plastic, and other
materials.

The total amounts of all nonhazardous solid wastes from both construction and
operation activities will slightly reduce the available capacity of the disposal facility, but
will not significantly affect either its daily capacity or anticipated remaining lifetime.
Thus, it is estimated that this impact will be less than significant, given the capacities of
the State’s Class Il landfills and the inclusion of recycling efforts.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Due to the minor amounts of wastes generated during project construction and
operation, the insignificant impacts on individual recycling and disposal facilities, and
the availability of regional landfills, cumulative impacts will be insignificant for both
hazardous and nonhazardous wastes.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Staff has reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the minority population is less
than 50 percent within a six-mile radius of the proposed MEGS project (please refer to
Socioeconomics Figure 1 in this IS). However, as indicated in Socioeconomics Figure
1, there are multiple census blocks with greater than 50 percent minority persons within
the six-mile radius area are. Staff considers these to be pockets or clusters. Staff also
reviewed Census 2000 information that shows the low-income population is less than
fifty percent within the same radius.

Based on the Waste Management analysis, which included consideration of
information supplied by participants at staff workshops, staff has not identified
significant direct or cumulative impacts resulting from the construction or operation of
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the project and, therefore, there are no waste management environmental justice issues
related to this project.

CONCLUSIONS

Management of hazardous and nonhazardous wastes generated during construction
and operation of the MEGS Project will not result in any significant adverse impacts if
MID implements the waste management procedures described in the SPPE.
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GENERAL CONDITIONS OF EXEMPTION

Testimony of lla Lewis

INTRODUCTION

The MID Electric Generation Station (MEGS) Project Compliance Plan will be
developed to help track conditions of exemption. The plan provides a means for
assuring that the facility is constructed and operated in compliance with air and water
quality, public health and safety, other applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and
standards, and conditions of exemption.

The Compliance Plan is divided into two sections:

1. Compliance general conditions of exemption which specify the framework for record
keeping and reporting throughout the construction and operation phases of the
project; and,

2. Conditions of exemption which contain measures that must be taken to mitigate any
and all potential adverse project impacts to an insignificant level.

The Conditions of Exemption detailed in the technical subject area analysis includes a
verification statement describing the means by which compliance with the condition can
be verified. The verification procedures may be modified by the Commission
Compliance Project Manager (CPM) as necessary to ensure compliance with the
adopted conditions of exemption. Verification of compliance with the conditions of
exemption will be accomplished by periodic reports filed by MEGS as required by the
general conditions of exemptions.

. DEFINITIONS

To ensure consistency, continuity and efficiency, the following terms, as defined, apply
to all technical areas, including Conditions of Exemption:

SITE MOBILIZATION:

Site mobilization occurs when moving trailers and related equipment onto the site,
usually accompanied by minor ground disturbance, grading for the trailers and limited
vehicle parking, trenching for utilities, installing utilities, grading for an access corridor,
and other related activities. Ground disturbance, grading, etc. for site mobilization are
limited to the portion of the site necessary for placing the trailers and providing access
and parking for the occupants. Site mobilization is for temporary facilities and is
therefore not considered construction.

GROUND DISTURBANCE:

Ground disturbance occurs when onsite activity results in the removal of soil or
vegetation, boring, trenching or alteration of the site surface. This does not include
driving or parking a passenger vehicle, pickup truck, or other light vehicle, or walking on
the site.
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GRADING:

Grading occurs when onsite activity conducted with earth-moving equipment results in
alteration of the topographical features of the site such as leveling, removal of hills or
high spots, or moving of soil from one area to another.

CONSTRUCTION:

[From section 25105 of the Warren-Alquist Act.] Onsite work to install permanent
equipment or structures for any facility. Construction does not include the following:

1. The installation of environmental monitoring equipment.
2. A soil or geological investigation.

3. A topographical survey.
4

. Any other study or investigation to determine the environmental acceptability or
feasibility of the use of the site for any particular facility.

5. Any work to provide access to the site for any of the purposes specified in a., b., c.,
ord.

. COMPLIANCE PROJECT MANAGER

A Compliance Project Manager (CPM) will be designated to oversee compliance with
Conditions of Exemption. The assigned CPM, after consultation with the appropriate

technical staff, and approval of Commission management and responsible agencies,
shall:

1. Ensure that compliance files are established and maintained for the MEGS project;
Track compliance filings;

Ensure the timely processing of proposed changes to the Commission Decision;
Use all available means to encourage the resolution of disputes; and,

A

Coordinate compliance monitoring activities of Commission and delegate agency
staff as specified in the Conditions of Exemption.

lll. PROJECT OWNER RESPONSIBILITY

It shall be the responsibility of the project’'s owner and operator, MEGS, to comply with
and ensure that the compliance general conditions and all conditions of exemption are
satisfied. Failure to comply with any of the conditions of exemption or the compliance
general conditions may result in reopening of the case and revocation of the SPPE, or
other action as appropriate.

MEGS shall send verification submittals to the CPM, whether such condition was
satisfied or work performed by MEGS or other agent, and whether or not such
verification was also submitted to the CPM by an agent.

IV. COMPLIANCE RECORD

MEGS shall maintain, for the life of the project, files of all conditions of exemption
correspondence, and final as-built drawings.
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The Commission shall maintain as a public record:
1. All documents received regarding compliance with the conditions of exemption;
2. All complaints filed with the Commission; and,

3. All petitions for changes to conditions of exemption and documentation of the
resulting staff or Commission action taken.

V. COMPLIANCE SUBMITTALS

All compliance submittals and correspondence pertaining to compliance matters shall
include a cover letter with a description of the submittal and a reference to the
compliance general condition and/or the condition of exemption number(s) which the
submittal is intended to satisfy. All submittals shall be addressed as follows:

Compliance Project Manager
California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street (MS-2000)
Sacramento, CA 95814

VI. CONSTRUCTION MONTHLY REPORTS

The project owner must submit construction monthly reports to the CPM and City of
Ripon as designated to assist in tracking activities and monitoring compliance with the
terms and conditions of the Commission Decision. During construction, the project
owner or authorized agent will submit monthly reports for air quality, hazardous
material, paleontology, transportation and water.

Tasks Prior to Start of Construction

Construction shall not commence until all pre-construction conditions of exemption have
been complied with. Project owners frequently anticipate starting project construction
as soon as the project is exempted. In some cases it may be necessary for the project
owner to file submittals prior to exemption if the required lead-time for a required
compliance event extends beyond the date anticipated for start of construction. Itis
also important that the project owner understand that pre-construction activities that are
initiated prior to exemption are performed at the owner’s own risk.

Various lead times for verification submittals to the CPM for conditions of exemption are
established to allow sufficient staff time to review and comment, and if necessary, allow
the project owner to revise the submittal in a timely manner. This will ensure that
project construction may proceed according to schedule.

The first construction monthly report is due the month following the Energy Commission
business meeting date on which the project was approved, unless otherwise agreed to
by the CPM.

During pre-construction and construction of the project, the project owner or authorized
agent shall submit an original and three copies of the monthly report within 10 working
days after the end of each reporting month. Monthly reports shall be clearly identified
for the month being reported. The reports shall contain at a minimum:
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1. atransmittal letter summarizing the current project construction status;

2. documents required by specific conditions to be submitted along with the monthly
report. Each of these items should be identified in the transmittal letter.

VIl. ANNUAL REPORTS

After the air district has issued a Permit to operate, the project owner shall submit
annual reports instead of monthly reports. The reports are for each year of commercial
operation and are due to the CPM and City of Ripon at a date agreed to by the CPM
and City of Ripon. Annual reports shall be submitted over the life of the project unless
otherwise specified by the CPM and City or Ripon. The report shall contain at a
minimum:

1. atransmittal letter summarizing the current project operating status and an
explanation of any significant changes to the facility operations during the year;

2. documents required by specific conditions to be submitted along with the annual
report. Each of these items should be identified in the transmittal letter.

VIII. CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

Any information which MEGS deems proprietary shall be submitted to the Commission
Docket Unit (Mail Stop 4) to be processed pursuant to California Code of Regulations
Title 20 section 2505(a). Any information which is determined to be confidential shall be
kept confidential as provided for in CCR Title 20 section 2501 et seq. Information
deemed not to be confidential will become public information.

IX. ACCESS TO THE FACILITY

The CPM, or other designated Commission staff or agent, shall be granted access at
any time to the project site, transmission line right-of-way, and related sites.
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC AND AGENCY COMMENTS

Below is an index of comments and questions received from interested members of the
public and governmental agencies on staff’s Draft Initial Study of the Modesto Irrigation
District Electric Generation Station. The questions and comments are answered or
addressed in the applicable technical section referenced below. Responses appearing
in separate technical sections are included under the heading, “Response to
Comments.” Following the index is a copy of each comment.

AGENCY COMMENTS ON THE DIS

SAN JOAQUIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS - LETTER DATED
AUGUST 11, 2003

This letter contained a comment regarding the actual daily use of water. The Project
Description section has been corrected to show average daily water demand of 83

gpm and maximum daily water demand of 167gpm. These comments are also
addressed in the Hydrology and Water Quality section.

PUBLIC COMMENTS (NON-INTERVENORS) ON THE DIS

PAMELA AND RICHARD KAEFER - LETTER DATED AUGUST 10, 2003

The Kaefers believe there are significant impacts regarding noise that must be
mitigated.

Response: Staff identified the need to measure ambient noise levels at the Kaefer
residence to confirm its analysis of the SPPE. Data collection will occur on August 25 &
26, 2003. The data collected will be reported on or about August 28, 2003. Please
refer to the Noise section for staff's condition of exemption to further monitor and
reduce if necessary, noise impacts from the project.

DANIEL J. LEHMAN - LETTER DATED AUGUST 10, 2003

Mr. Lehman believes there are significant impacts regarding noise that must be
mitigated.

Response: See Response above.

ROBERT SARVEY (INTERVENOR) - LETTER DATED AUGUST 10, 2003

Mr. Sarvey had comments in four areas, air quality, visual resources, noise and
alternatives.

Response: His noise comments were similar to those above and were included in the
Noise section. The comments related to air quality and visual resources are addressed
in their respective sections. Mr. Sarvey’s alternatives comments were taken under
consideration. However, since no significant, unmitigated adverse impacts were found
it is not necessary to perform an alternatives review.

August 2003 201 RESPONSE TO PUBLIC
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August 11, 2003

Dr James W. Beede, Jr., Projccl Manage-
California Engrgy Commiss on

1518 Mirnth Street

Sacramente, California 95814-5572

SLIBJECT: REGQIUEST FOR AGENCY COMMENTS QN THE DRAFT INITIAL STUDY
FOR THE MODESTD IRRIGATION DISCTRICT ELECTRIC GENERATION
STAT.OMN, ZIPON APPLICATION FOR SMALL POWER PLAMNT EXERMPTIMN

Cloar Or. Reede:

The San Joaguin County Cepartment of Pudlic Watks has reviewed the erwironmensal dogument ot
the above referanced project 394 aut CONCEMS, recommendations, and corféctions are as Tallows:

The Water Rescurce D v sian affers 1he Tolgw.ng comemant:

Wator Supply and Use, Page 2-2_ paragraph 4: The average daily water demand for the
MEGS is approzimately 122 gallans per minute (gpm) and the approximate maximum
daily water demand (s 244 gpm,

The above SteleMant 5 unclear ay I the scfual gaiy usc.  This Show'd be corected ta reflect
Fotoal ganly uye.

Thark you far the gapartunity 1o be heard. Shauld yeu have guesticns or need additionsl
infc mnation regarding the abave comments, please cantact me at (209) 485-2035.

Sinserely,

ey *—d-f-"il:'_r-r.r. JM"’"E? -—
[ I

VIENDY JOHRN SO

Erwranmental Soordinstor

Willtep
T 4GB

oy Mel Lytle, ‘"Water Ressacs Cogrdinatar
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James Aeede - Re: MID Ripen Electric Generation Station {03-5PPE-1)

Fronn: <CanSprig @ aol.com-

Ta: <jreeda @ anamy. stale.cA UEs

Date: 8102003 915 P

Subject: Re: MIE Ripon Elecine Generatior Station (03-5FFE-1)
CC; =heastprinta@higvzl ay. rat-, <jaml# bigvalay.rat-

O, Sy,
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nropnzad MID Praee Pant | wias rat anla o attarad tha mast razent moatic g (23008 038] duo iy aecck sonesdalc,
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Rehert Sarvey

501 ¥, Grantline Rd.
Tracy, Ca. 93376
(209) 833-7162

Comments of the MECGS Initial Study 03SFPE-1
Air Chaality
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PREPARATION TEAM

Project Manager ..o James W. Reede, Jr., Ed.D.
Staff COUNSEL ... William W. Westerfield, IIl
Project Secretary.........ooiiii i Angela Hockaday
Executive SUMMary .........ccooeeiiiiiiceee e, James W. Reede, Jr., Ed.D.
Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration ............................. James W. Reede, Jr., Ed.D.
[ a) (0o [V o110 o IR James W. Reede, Jr., Ed.D.
Project Description ... James W. Reede, Jr., Ed.D.
AIr QUAIIY ..o William Walters & Lisa Blewitt
BiologiCal RESOUICES........ciiiiie e e Richard York
CURUral RESOUICES ... Dorothy Torres
Energy Resources.................... Kevin Robinson, Steve Baker & Shahab Khoshmashrab
Geology, Mineral Resources, and Paleontology ..............ceeeiieeen.n. Patrick Pilling, Ph.D.
Hazardous Materials .........c.oeeeeiieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e Geoff Lesh, P.E., Rick Tyler
Hydrology and Water Quality ............coovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee Michael Krolak
Land Use and ReCreation...........oooevuiiiiiii i David Flores
NOISE and ViIDration ...........uueiiiiiie e Steve Baker
Public Health ... Ramesh Sundareswaran
ASTo o o7 =ToTo] o o] o 1o J0 RPN Amanda Stennick
Traffic and Transportation ............cooo i James Adams
Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance ............ccccccvvveeeienea. Obed Odoemelam, Ph.D.
Transmission System Engineering...........cccoooooeiiiiiiiiiccieeeeeee, Laiping Ng & Al McCuen
ViSUAI RESOUICES ... Eric Knight
Waste Management ... Ramesh Sundareswaran
General Conditions of EXeMPtioN...........cooiiiiiiiiiie e lla Lewis
Response to Public and Agency Comments ...........cccceeee..... James W. Reede, Jr., Ed.D.
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DECLARATION OF

Oir. James V. Reede, Jr.
MPPA, Ed.D

[, James W, Reade, Jr. deciare as follows:

| arn prasenlly cmployed by the Caliterma Energy Commission in the Systems
Assesaments and Facilities Siting Divis on as an Energy Facility 5lting Project
Manager Il

A eopy of my protessional qualiiications and expenenca is attached hereto and
ingarporated by reference harein.

| helped prepare the staff testmony on Executive Summary, Intreduction, and
Project Descriptlon for the Madesta Irrigation District Electric Generation
Station Project based on my indepandant analysis of the Small Power Flari
Examption and supplements iherete, data fram reliable agcumants and sources, and
my professional expenence and knowledye.

It is my professional opinien that the prepared testimory & vahd and accurate wilh
respect to tha issue addressed thargin.

| arm parsonally familiar with the facts and canclusions related in the lastimony and if
called as a witness could teshify campetently theretc.

| dectare undes penally of perjury that the foregoing is frue and cotrect 1o the basl of
iy knowledge and beliel.

Dated% jﬂ? 2;9{::":3 Signed: %&ﬂ‘ial

{/hmes W. Reede, Jr.. Ed.D

At Eacrame-rnm Califorma




DR. JAMES W. REEDE, JR., Ed. D
BROR Wyrngwnd Way - Sacramete, G 8385
(916] 399-11335v) - (2151 399- 1137 (R
JreodedE worldnet. att.ne

EDUCATION
Gengral Enyingenng LIS, Milfary Academy 1971
Electnical & Electronics Tashnalagy Commuinity Collaga of tha Air Fgroa Carbhcate 14973
rganizaticngl Behavior Univerzity of San Franoisca R.5. 1974
Fablic Palicy & Adminstratien Calilormia Stata Lnivarsily — Sacramento MPPA 1068
Chganizatken & Leadersbip in Pubhae Mgml. Unwaresity of San Franciaca Ed D 2003
PROFESSIONAL TRHAINING
Process Contrpl Engineer ry Ganaral E cetre Technical Training Sorvicas 19751976
Manulacturing Managemerl Gergral Elocyic Mapagement Training Sorvices 1978- 14950
Frofessional Designation - Amatican Maragemaeni Assaciation
Boardsmanship Academy Calijarmia School Boards Asgaciation 1982-1947
Conmract Management LS, Air Foce Instiuie of Technolagy 1985- 9368
Profegsiona Designation - Naticnal Contracl Managemant Asson
Fararal Managers Training Instiuia Olficy o Parsonnel Mort | LLS, Govemment 1986- 1989
City Wanagement Acadamy Caty of Saciamanio 1005

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENMCE

ENERGY FACILITY SITING PROJECT MANAGER I

Callfornla Energy Commisslon Fob 2000-Prasent
Wanaged the perm ting process ler slaclne genciating plants from Ihe Apphcatien far Cortification through the
issuance ol he final operating parmit. Reccenmended actions, palisies, and procadutes affecting the project and
commissicn program direction. Coardinates lha allorts of twenty-thees 1achn gal disciphnes and saff for projest
cerificaten, camplance and permitting related 1o the Califorma Enviroamental Qualby Ao requiraments.

PLIBLIC LITILITIES REGULATCRY AMALYST 11

California Publlc UL Itkes Commission Aug 20-Jan 2000
Perormed lechnical and analtical rosearch as well as consultalve and advisory serviees in e areas of
gronomics, finance and pohcy.  Analyzod. ovaludted, developed and recommended research methodaloyss and
alernatives an enengy relaled regulatony 5s5ucs. Reviewed wiilities’ applicalions for rovenue in varous progeedings
Evalyated propaosad lagslatan and advised Commission or poental impacts, Provided expen advice on BIsgird
dereq. stion issues a0d estimony i supper of and on behalf of the Commissicr,

ADJUNCT FACULTY INSTRUCTOR

Unlverslty of San Francisco & Natlonal Unlversity Feb S%-Present
lngtiucted studenis in bolh wrddergraduate and graduate curicuiumrs © Operabons and Froduction Managgaraant,
State and Local Governmenl, Public admmstration, Public Program Evaluatian, and PLElic Policy courses.

SACRAMENTD MUNICIFAL UTILITY DISTRICT Jam 92-Jan 99

A, Sanfor Contract Adminisiretor

Oeveloped and issued a vanety ol constructon and professicnal senanes 2olicitalions ard evaluated responses.
Megobate, sward and managa contracts. Aeview and approve invoices. Devaispad he database 10 rack Ene-gy
Sanices contracts Respansilile for all General Serecos, Facilities and construchion contracts and budgets
Frovicwed pending legislatsn o datanmrse wnpact on D strezt aativities.

B. Key Accountts Contract Specialist (Temp Assignmernd) Fel 95-c HE
Dawvalep custemizod power conracts for use wilh the Distrcts medium and large Coamincic al and  [ndusirial
custorrets,  Regotated cuslome: rate agresments ant mplemented deregulatien requiroments into cusbamer
acreco conlracls  Idantity polanial cuslemarns 101 Key Account targeting anc develop prefiles for retentian o the
[ustr nt's base oad. Functionsd as a Koy Bcceunt Rep for smali cusiomers.



4. W RECDT Ay

EDUCATION & MANAGEMEMNT CONSULTANT | Self-Cimpiapad) Jura Bo-Juna B9
Provided siatewide techmual assistance for the Calilarnim Daparlnend of Eduzation Gender Egquity Saclion a1
wanous school disticts in he /Areas of minarily sopulatizns nan-tradil wral careers, entrepreneurship and ALRk
Yoauth. Successiuly wiote prant praposals for Cavl 0. Perking Vocational & Appl.ed Technelogy Education A
funding. Bevcloped a Manuiaciuring Stugdies curriculum Yo~ the Yocationa: Education Divisen of the Calitornia Sata
Daparlmend of Education  Served an the COE Eihtona. Advisery Boas lar the eslbook "Asiens. Bites of Fassage
for Young Afncan-American Men”" Advised anud assislsd 2mal businesses in the cevelopment and submittal of bids
and aided in contracl and business managament.

DEFENSE LOGISTICS AGENCY March 87 May 52

A. Chiel, Froduclion & imausing! Resources

Manayed tha Paxluetion and Industrial Resourses Branch n San Dego, which monitered 235 conlraclors and 400
comrag e worh %528 Billion. Responsitle for production related matters such as contract peformange pre-award
surveys, lechrical analysis of cost proposa 5, and progress peyment reviaws. Supatasced the work of 27 21aH that
included 18 Ind.slial Engingers and Specia ists, 7 Contract Mgmt. Assistants ard 2 cloriks. [ntefaced witk the
Fricing. Ergingering, Proparty. Conlracl Adrmimsiiation, and Transporaten Branches on a daily basiz  Reviewed a
wide range ol lechnical raports and analyzed data to sentify production frends. Parformed employes appraisals.
Developed annual budyet {or stalf and operations  Gollateral duties 1z aslabhsh the new San Degs Headnuaters.
Rospanzible for the sila search, sohtilakon <f Iossors the office layowl procurermant o furnitare, coerdinafion af
diilities inztallatizn, &nd logistcs of the agency Moy,

8. induysing! Specialis! Mo §5-Mar 37
Managed the contracls a1 the GTE resdancy oHice in Mt Vew, CA - Perarmad in-plant production surveillanca,
witnesged AADAR & SOMAR Systems I0stng, analyzet sogl propasals, perlonmod pre-award sundeys. raviewsd
Frogress payment ranuests, wari'isd proper Jdse o' Government owned equiprant, and was pan of the gontract
regotiation eam.

CALIFCRHNIA FUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION Jun 840D B3

04 Enginegr - SEA Conauviltents

Reviewad a ulility's rale hike roquest 10 delerming casls o be Lomea by users from a QAQE cost avoldance
perspeciive. Tha contract invalved review of 3 olilities’ construclion documenis for 2 nuslear plants and determining
what cosls could have bean avaeded had QA0 and manayemant owarsigh astivities been timely ar praperly
implemenlad.

GE3 CORFPORATION May B1-Now 85
Project Manager f WF Frojacts £ Principal

Planned, hudgetad and nstalled Wind-Farm projects valued in excess of 330 milhan. Negotiated wtiliy coniracls {or
the sale of clectricity  Inlefaced wth lha A-E lor the sie civil and elecirical project raquirsments. Rospons Rle for
land leasing, planmng, devalepmant, governmant inarface. construction bids and contracls, procuncment, and
public relatens  Responsihle for camphance with regulatory requirements of CEQA and ather state and ‘ederal
laws.

GENERAL ELECTRIC NUCLEAR DIVISION Jun 74 -May B1
Frocess Conirol Engineer [/ Superviging

Respansibilitias weane in the fields of slectrizalielectronic corlral and instremeniation lesting. Dubes ncleded writing
Gualily Flans, Inspectian 8 Tost Instnictions . Material Rewsw Board Chair, Process Monilaring. Test Techhician
tramirg and lidisan with NRGC during Aurit 1o verily camplance with 10CFRSD Beginminy i 1978 saperyviged 73
elecim-mechanical inspociors. Blecricalrlecizonic testers and 2 sl direciors  Thiz inree-yoar assigniment was for
L assarmbly, aclary test. shipment and on-site start-up testing of the contral rooms for the Perry Muclsar Pawer
Stations | & 11 and tha Chnlon Muclear Geperating Siatian.

U, 5. AIR FORCE Honorable CHscharges May 10, 1974 Serace-Connectsd Digabled Veteran
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PAPERS PRESENTED

COCTORAL DISSERTATION "Environmenta) Cbstasles o Constrichon of Educahonal Facilitics in Calfarng,”
Universily of San Francisco, May 2003, Sar Srarcisco, S,

1598 MASTER'S THESIS "A Comparative Cass Sudy of the Mosponse by e Sacraments Mouncpal Uity
et 1o tha Dereguialion of the Cailarma Elackic Utiing industp ” Cabiformia State Univers ty - Sacramento,
Fall 1998, Sacramenio, CA.

1948 "Calfornia Special Disincts, - Hislary, Palicios and Future Preblems.” Calileraia Stata Lnversiry -
Sacramento, Spring 1998, Graduate Swdias Symposivm, Sacramento 08,

1997 "The Bast Kept Secral v Amenca - The Ganius of Ihe African-Amencan inventar” National Aliance of
Black Schonl Educaters, Mational Caonvention, Rano, Mevadla.

1067 “Blask Creatndly and Scionce-Tha Gonius of the Afrcan-amancan invemntor” Imemational Gonteranca
on Black Creativity, Morgan Stale University, Ballimare MD.

1387 “African-dmencan Contributions 1o Rairoad Develogemant ot the US. " California State Hailrcad Museum
Lacture Scncs, Sacramente, GA&

1967 ~The Best Koot Socral in America - The Genws of the Afpcan-American Invertor” Porland Community
College, Black Histary Lecturer, Portland, OR.

1907 " Bigok (mverfors Waon e West " Black Cowboy Museumn, Guest Lacty-er, Darwver. SO

1986 "African-Amarican Waomen inventars Anrual Conventior of the Mational Postal Woman's Notwork,
Cakland. CH.

1956 "Afncan-Amarican inventars - The Legacy " Universiby of *he Pacific, Black History Manlk Lacturer,
Slockion, CA.

1992 “Tha 1591 Radistricting Project. Reapporioniment Juccass in Sacramento Goundy.” UG Berkalay, Guest
Lacturcr, Berkeley. CA.

1888 "Praduction Management Technigues for Monitonng of Large Detense Cantractors” Defense Logist o3
Agency, Alexandna, VA

1982 "Lphzation of & Pubie: Demain Design in the Manuizciure of Wind Electne Saneralors” American Wind
Energy Asscaiaton, Naticnal Sonvention, Portland, OR

1981 "Blacks i Emergy-in or Dot Congrezsional Blacs Caucus Enargy Braintrust, Washingtan, DC
1881 ~Blacks in Energy-in or Cut®™ Amencan Assac. of Blacks in Energy. National Corwvention, Denver. G

1978 “Frocass Conrlrol Technigues i the Manufacture of Nuclear Confrof Roams.” Armencan Society for
Qualivy Contral, Fotlard. OR.

1877 "Compiance wilhr TSRS in the Manufaclore of Nucigar Canirols and instrumentation.” Amanoan
Sociery for Quality Control Los Angeles, TA,



1058 Communily Servics Award
1685 Human Rights Award

AWARDS
Sacrame it Lrkan Loauc
Hur~a Fights ! Fa.r Hous ng
Carvmssien ity & Caunty ol Sacramenso

1994 Qutstanding Cammunlty Leader Award Sacramerio Counly

1893 Alumni Achlavement Award
1042 NAACFE Achlevemend Award

Planning Advisory Councll
Wica Sharman
Commiliee Member
Adviscry Baard
Baoard of Directors
Board of Diractors
Board af hrectars
Vice-Fresidanl
G hairman
Member
Member
Commissionar &
Yice{ halr
Chairman
Co-Chairman
Advisor/Consullani
Co-Chailrman
Chalvman
Chalrian
Co-Chalrman
Board of Dlrectors
Pakemarch {Preakdent}

Pglitical Action ¥oca-Chair
Polilical Aclion Chalr

Chaloman, Marmber
Commiltee Member
Direciar & Qificer
Board Member

Housing Commissioner

Kapua & abg Pai Framrmiby
Merman X NAASE Arnua Cualeonce

COMMUNITY SEAVICE

Sacramenta County
Frarklir-_agund F ann ng Area
Teacher Apcrudment Coemmillas
Elk Grove Uaree School Disrict
Manudaouring & Prodact Technology Acacerny
Elk Grove Uaihes Sckool et
Merth Laguna Creek Me ghborhcod Anacimbicn

FarmilieaFiral Fostar Cama Agancy
Hahiat 1ar Humanity
Sacramrento NAACF

Danca Theater o Harlom

W Davis Community O alreach Campagn
Yocational Educaticn Ady sory Gouncil

Sarramenta City Unified School Disirct
Binorly Advigory Caunl

KCRA-3, KxXTW-1C, & KOWVR-"3
Human Righls/Far [oasng Commissan

Cily & Crunty of Sacramanio
Covmmunity Advisory Carmr-ttos

sacranent: Aeqicnal Trarsit Souih Line
H.ack Collage Fairy

Gander Egquily Crasidn
Cahlarma Dent. 0! Education
Mo, Ca il Afncan Smonzgn Yol ng Malr
Cnfrrence
Uritesd Magro Zoflege Fune
Merthem Califernia Camoaiygn
AFricar -Amarksar St oen
Carper Cnnference
19391 Raduinchirng Project

Wiesldrn Prosinso
FKappa Alpha Pai Fralemity
Kappa & pha Ps Fraternity

CahfornE W absR
Sacram.ento Sranch NASCE

Felozation Sapaals Flaannng Bnaed

ity ol San Jusa
Caltardia Sehop: Boaros Assoesidlan

Lagisialve & Small Scnoo Districls
Cahlar s Gaahhinn ol Black Schoeol Eoa-d Memuer:s

AL Pleasant Schc-al Dhelng:
SanJose, Calif.
Caby at SanLinse

J AL RECOC

Ok, 1996
Soob 305

Fatbx. 15494

Mar. 199
ol 1932

2000-Fresent
15999- Pressent
1994-7%96
19%4-Prasen
1953-Prasan
10%3-1905
1994 1985
19492 3, 1394
1899219597
190:2.1938
1502-1924
19924 096
1982- 2000
19511583
1891.1597
195 2000
19391-1996
1891-1993
1991494
Qe 01

1983-1504
1950 1994

108 1987
"GR3- 1UaT
1R | 0T
1982 “9EF

12H1-1087

Cud
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~d 20 RN LA D

. Dperations & Preduchion Managemant

- Training for Organizations
. Public Program Evaluation

- Stawe & Local Govermmeant
CGovernmenl & Commuority Relations
. Public Finarce & Grarts Admn

. Managing tor Produatieity & Cuality
1q. Lrban Planring & Tochnology

11. Seminar in Urhan Altars

INSTRUCTIONAL HISTORY
COURSES TAUGHT

COLLEGE LEVEL COURSES

Mational Urversily
Masuonal Lniversty
Masional Univors ty
Universiby of San Francisso
Natonal Lhrivers by
Kationa: Univers ty
Mationa Univers by
Mationa University
Mational Lniversity
Mational Urnvarsity
Mational Lnivarsity

Pedonmance Moasurcrent Systems

Persannel Procurgmeni & Placement

WORKSHOPS AND TEACHER IN-SERVICE

. Inclusion o Black [nwentors nta Socal Science, Hisiery and Soence curncula,
. Teaching the Palent and Trademark Process lo Studenis.

Cinclusion ol Careers ir Technology into Life Ski s lesson p ans.

- Non-Traditiznal Careers

. Crgarnzing Mon-Traditional Career Fairs

. The Integration ot Career and Life Planming with academics.

Ungerstanding tha Young African-dmerican Male inthe School Errdronmen

FROFESSIONAL TRAIMING COURSES TAUGHT

. Basic & Advanced Confract Admirsstratlion

. Frinciples of Contrac! Fricng

, Dalerse Contract Preduction Manitonng

. Dperating Costs, Budgeis & Measurameam s

. Developing a Permiting Pracezs far Wind Gaencrators

. Nuclear Control Roem Testing

. Inspaction technmuas fur Muciear Contral and Instrumentation

California CBEST Passed

Fabruary 1859

Ll o o

hdar GO Cot Q5 & Jan 01
April 1554
June 1588
Junestug 1580
July 1855
Sapl 99, Aprd1 & May O
Ot * 999

Fet & Moy 2000
Par & May 2000
Sept 00 & May 11
Sept 59, May 00 & Apr 01

Tk - Prosant
1954 - Present

19451 - 15945
1081 1895
1651 - 19395
19291 - 19495
1951 - 1995

1988 - 1930
1948 - 19580
1987 - 1590
1987 - 15u0
1981 - 15964
1978 - 151
1977 - 1981

l-"'g,l :



DECLARATION QOF
Williarn D. Walters

|, William Walters declare as follows:

. | am presently employed by Aspen Envircnmenlal Group, a contractor o the
Califernia Energy Commission, it the Agoura Hills office as a senior agsociate in
anginearing and physical sciences,

. A copy of my prefessional qualifications and experience is atached hereto and
incarporated by raference herein.

. 1 helpad propars the slaff testimony on AIR QUALITY, for the MODESTO
IRRIGATION DISTRICT ELECTRIC GENERATING STATION - RIPON PROJECT
based on my indepandent analysis of the Small Pewer Plant Exemption and
supplements harato, data from reliable dosuments and sources, and my prafessicnal
experienca and knowledge,

. It is my professional epinion that the prepared testimeny is valid ard accurate with
resoest 1o the issue addressed theron.

. | am persanaly famiiar wath the facts and conclusions related in Ihe lestimany and it
called as a witness could testify compeatantly thereta,

| declara under penalty of parjury hal the foregeing is true and corract to the best of
my knowledge and belist,

el

S —— i —_—

Dated:_ 3], A ;:l‘zl:r::@ Signed: *"ﬁf(f'fid' -

AL Annura Hills, Galifornia




Wrrtaiau Warrews, INE.
Adr Chualiny Specialisi

ACADEMIL T AUCKIGZRAL S0

13.%., Chesical Brpmesring. 1955, Cornedl Vnpacrsiry

Prorrssmsal BAiPERIEYCE

Mr Walters has gver sistoen yoeans of lechnicul and project mamsgemenl sgpeoee inandiranmental
campliance work. incloding envronmental wopact epasts, RUCRAAERCLA sile assessmment and chesa,
ENC INSRCCHION. SUUTCE MOCMMGNE. Cmissens inveniarics, soucce permitbnge. and energy and prablics
rentre eazingh.

Aspen Environmental {:roup 20 Lo Trraesennl

esmpranilils s lead fechnical undior project manager ol ensiivmmenga] projects. Specific cesponsibilitizs
and projeciy include the follow g

B [Mepiuation sedfor pooject mamgemend of the air gqualcy section wf thie Snedf Assessment andior
Iminiatl Slucly Tor the Follow ing ©alifornia Eoergy Carmemesaon (CEC laensing progects:

Hanford Losriey Trark:

Llnated O lden Gane, Phase T

Himingron Heach blademasatoon Project (incloding Tapet Witness Testimom
Woodliand Creneratine stacion 2

Croilla Boeray Projecy, Mhase |

MMopnwlia orwee Prageer

Cuodusit Prawer Poogect

FReorietta Jreaker Projsct

Teiwy Praking Power Plant Project

San Joaguin Yalloy Emeray Centes

B Asswtance mothe prepaation of (e noise ssscesment secton ol ths St Aessssnem o0 the Contra
sl Pavaer Tlant CEC livensing penjuect.

B Fropuatian af the siaft paper Clamssion OfEses Availabiliny [ssoes™, and preparanon of the Tk
Ul sees Onmsteain Ly Yarks g Sunmsny rap= T re CRC

B Prepacicon aml regee oanapsment af the poblic health secton of the Inisial Sy for the Wood lamd
Crenoraling Slapon 1 0BG lueensing project.

o Losue anca coordinalir providing suppar T the as yoality analvsce ancher viswal plumes as3cssment
fiw the Inland Empire Lnersy Ceoter, Taes Beteros Criwal Boergpee Facddicy, Palomar Energy Promet.,
Avemad Boerpy Projeet, and 1he Tesie Power Planl Progect



WILLIAM Y ALTERS page 2

B Jreparation andfoer progect anmeesieal sl e cisosl plome asecssent foe the follmaing Calidarma
Lo rsy s pon (0RO T hieensang: projecls:

0 Muercalt nerpy Center Power Prodect tincluling Foapect Woioness Lestinuayd
* Concra Costa Power Iland Progect Goehading Bupaern Wintness Testimony

* blounainvicw Preaer Prinect

* ol Piswee Plano Projec

u

Bl Sveancs Mol Maobcet

= Mapnolia Puwer Progeer

= Moo Bay Poseer THant Pragect

*  Walern Cngencralon Poipect

" Tast Alamene Encrgy Cemer tincluding Bapert Witness Testimony
= Ruseull U7y Encepy O

= EMLID Cosumnnes Power Plant Proojea

* ity of Vermoae Malburg Cwnbioed Ceele Tlant
* Inland Empin: Encrgy Center

Palamir Eaerpy Projocl

B san Touquan Yalley BEnergy Cenrer

' Wroodlnd Dencraling: Stanon 2

*  [lanfocd Eneray Mack

= Lnuted Golden Gae. Phase |

*  lunimgirn Beach Modemirataen Presject

v Dlenille Faerey Prioject, Phose T

v dusa Pomwer Project

*  enoetta Praker Procect

*  Tracy Peaking Powaer Flant Progect
-

Avenal Foergy Project

i Prepatition of e air quabity section ol she P& R Tvdeodieestinne: Dhafr RTRARIS for che Calilomia
Puhlic Lrililies Commisaion ICFLC)

i Ermusmon inventory Dor e constouction activilies farecasr Bar the Sam Jose/Ud San Jose Crochs
Fresvstem Rostoranon progect toc the Unised States Aoy Coaps of Enganeers (005ACED.

v Preparooan of cmussien imventory and Conforniny Amelyais of the Murmeets Oreek Ploed Central
Froqect bor the LAl

B Freparation of periil applivations, cmission leulaoen speeadsheets. amd 9 air guiatity cotaplanoe
et ] T 125 Tncernacianal’ s Southeen Clalitomig manwfaciuring Gy,

LCamp Doesser & Moo 1o, 1998 tio 2HHD

BAr Walters was nesponsibhe s lead toelng al aml'or pronect aneger of snvazenmentad prooocts . Speeific
e apnanablinies wd projeas inclade the falliwing:

$ Tmepanation of cmigsion inventorics and dispersion mode e e erileia and e waic polluants o
the Los Anpeles Imematicnal Airpoert blaster Elan (1AKMPY IR

g Projrel muonagerechmca] lead For the completion of Risk Managermeer Flas (BMPar lor fbour TR
Simples lood processing Loalewes o Oregon, Mtwe amd Washingoon and  the Canselidanal
Woproeraphics facilite hoened e Irvine, Cabilomus Prejes) nemagee T che conearent Prowess
Salury 3wz pllan supponr Sorothe LR Simplot Hlermssion Chreaoa il § 1 sbaon Tbale Fae Tioes
amd e progect mimage el el G the BMP suppon for she 531 faod procesang facilicg

R e LR FLE SN U
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Wildee, Ilabe amd the Alante © ooz Frocessoes foed processing, Taceiey in Tt Fae Sield. e

B Pt Marapes Uschnizal lead Tor e connpletion of aie permee appheacons amd g crangdioe
audits Far 1t Deia Itermitonal leeplace aevessay emanutaciocing facilies bocated 0 Sants Aoa,
California

£ g guadiny adin For s conlideTetiol o0 Tanufaci o ng compiaey il e e dCIunings subes.

r o Complzien of an envimonmmental tax credin applcanon for the LR Simplol Herostan Oepon o
probucty taciiy,

Planning Consnltanls Research 19597 1o 1595

Wi Wahers was responsible s lead technical andfor projeer mamagee of envircnmental projects Speafic
responsibilities and projecte melude the Tedlrwing:

B Progegt Momaper fora stationary soutee souesion audit of 1he enting Los Sngesles nlernacional Amrport
complea Ton Log Anpeles World Airmpors (LAYWMA] in support of e TAXAR.

g Review of 1he Feission Dispersion Modeling Systen (RDMS: aml pieparation of o report with
findmgs 160 the Frdenal Avialion Sdmmistraton for LAWA 0 suppon of che LA

+ Tijrcl mavager inr the amhient wic meniterine and depositian mencoring studes perlonmed  fuor
1AW G suppart of the LAXMEL meloding the selection of the moniaring sies and spevialiy
subconteaelor. and eevaew of all moritorime Jaa.

b Complelion of inbersection U0 Hotspor:" modeling, ambicne monnaeng. and depusilion smoailening
repurts Tor LW in support o e LAaXME.

Aspen Envicvmnental GroupdClean ATr Solutions 14995 b 1M

RIr Wallere s resprengihle s Wl lechoicil anilfor projest mamaees of eoamenmesdid poojeets. Specific
esprnisibilinies and peojeces include the followma:

i Manager of the Portland. Oreron. ollice of Clean A Solotises o March 1905 1o Ueonmber 10593,
with responsimlics includmg Project Banage e, Busingss Developroen, and Adenastrafion.

$  Contcd wechnoloesy wssessw il e ingcing suppor wnd Notice of Inbenl b censtiact prsgranidicn o
LR, Sicnplod’ s Blereisten. Chegon fowd pracessing lacilicy

£ Air yoaly compliznoe report ineleding wnaiv cnussion inventacy. regulation and g omin cattplionee
determnaton. wmd o ndiciens e coompliznee far Lumber Tech, s Lo binon, Ohe oo weeand
[t Gilite

I Review sond ravision od an Aar Centaminant Dischio g Beomin apalication, Tile ¥ peemil applicaticn,
wnd FS1T madaling aealyais der LR Simplovs Weernision, Chegen Bacd processing ecility.

A Sornee et me hodoln gy and equipment selecbion fur lesane nled ol ootlesr coneeniraians e iHal
petrodeum hydrocarben and bensome Tror soel gas carrasclicndoxidation wos 107 Caseade Larth
auicnces, [ad

y

Mupination of o Taer [ payzibenic miner) permil application fur the derisan Fine Focds” Payetle,
Ldahbs bursd proeccssing taciline,

Vel Tl ama 1T LTI 0
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B Banissem invemary and comphance eva uation Toe Simphel & Aherdeen, [daho ©eod processizg
Tusiliny

2 Tqepaction ol an Al Cerlameant Discharae pernod applivalion e Saeke Hemes, Ine, Bemniston,
Cpepan mnaTac el hoosing fucilily .

£ Ifreperation of @ Tiale ¥ permit apphbcation Lor Simpled s Talre Califeania feenlizer manulacturmg
Facility

# 0 Rpmaree fesl conieciea selection and lest oversight for LR Smplot’s fisel precessing plant o
Herrisnan, Orepon, and Boise Cascade™s wood-Oined boiber in Willimmue Cnegon.

Fluor Danicl. Inc. 1¥H) e 1995 und 1596 10 1997

Mr Waltere wis responsibl s D fechnizal or peojoct manager (ur major snvirenrnental projsos for
buath seve nevssng and priviche clisnes, His projects e luded-

#  Prepanol scecral air petmil appicanons for the ARCO Los Angeles Retinery Polypeopylene Planl
Priject.

A Phase | envimonmental assessnrsns for seven progetics beaed in Souchern Calilemi,

4 Proparcid Envitonmenal Huseline Beports for 33 siles in Guinn T the 115 MNavy.

£ Tepined it invieaigarion and REORA closome plan ceport Tor O Huwd Specialiy Chemicel's Yemon.
Califusrnin b cand oy Wasly sBArApe sate.

£ [pofeet muren of the dmgoida Smeiee siee for she U5 Buviromental Pretection Agroey’s (ERA]
Allrmatiee Bermedn! Contmaet Spstom (ARCSR) prnect during the conclusion of wechmical aorivicics
aml preent closenur, Bropans L oosn recoeery repuert for the praject

B Task manager fnrnine site isvesliganans undee the TRA Region VT ARCS conerace. Project activiies
included daza cellection. work plon preparation. Tichl sampling, fiaul report prepacation. and e
Barkime System (FES) PREscom pregsiratian.

Ho Bor the Bagfead Q% ashingtan | Washe ¥iriticaton Project.

prepinctE s cissIen invenoory Eor crateria pollutant:
- premarced o cesisgion mecntory and compdwnee evaduation o waic sir poclulanes
- perfomned complisnee reaew of de g drvsines and equipment specification s
- amplv el Bailure probabilicy and consequence analyses of desien-basas aectde s,

& Piopared Fagizive amd pont sowrce VOU emisson eslimetes el pedmmed o "Top-Down™ BACT
amalvsis fvr 20 217 MIMBRhE sleam borler Tor o proposcd eihnal produwctino Facdny in Greac Falls,
hlanlana

# acforired snvironroentil analysis G the Breonoelle Brewer Authority. meludiog s pallcien BadT
aralvsic, woasieswarer analvsiz and evaloaten of secomlaory vwenunmenal effecs ol electriz puwer
[_|'| I_HI'LJI_IIIF I:_'.-;'||r|:_!'|-.lgi-:'\.

Jacuhs Engineering O rppp (LLLE T LT

A W allers was responible o g wide ron 12 el uir ]1|:-|||,|I;i-.|r| 1|.‘:t'_u'|u[l.'ll"_-.' and Lestng projecls. II'II.'|'.I':.11‘.'IF
ke sl i

fMYeruirase S bk
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B Projest manager af air s snmsson meentory pepoets ol Calitarma's ABZRRRG prepared o
1 % Bawax' bagon mimug and rehmng facility aod (ke Naval Avarion Depes (Sorch Bland Maval
Thase, M iy Cahihomial,

A Frepared wir permit applcations and regulaney e spandence Tor several Tachtes:

L% Dgpanmen ! of Emerpy's Feed Material Prodoction Cocler uouicen pracesaing, Faciley in
Fernald. Lo
-Lomussien soutees al o confulental Sigh wehacekagy clecirnizs nuauloctaring il

- Bralvation of & shides deweaiering process a1 Linogals wanington, Californaag. Refinery
Ll Airlines hlude repaie tacilitye at the San EPramciscon Adrpes

- Relocation of Kerr-Bd: Gee s rocked fuel stz aad blending tacility to Apex. Nevadi.

¥ Prepared sowrce testing plans, Quality Assucavae'Qualivg Control {03 and testing oversighn fa
spvertal Tacihirics including,.

SO Tor BOKA aic emissivws sampling plan for the Chepartoaent of Defense’s Chen-Demi
fuciliey oo Johosten ALl

- Prepaoced planand provided GRS and feld oversight for ennzsians st g a Baoer Healthoace
e e, Califorri

- Prepuared plan and provided tesing oeersighe fra Ker MeOee's existing smmorawm perchlorales
minuTag g fuilily i Benderson, Mevada,

i Comapleted e nteaon of wir peroatting regobaions and concrol techrology requinements for s
progeesed A0 T por day cotalveic crackang wnd Ter Coastal Corparidien's Pacilie Refmery,
lewsbed i DEereobes. Califiaoia

A (Charscreeized and quamtified air eaeissions for offshore il and pee devclogment ctiviies assaciated
will Foderal ol and gae Lease Sale 03, offwhorg sawtheen Calitomia, foc the 105, Mincrals
hargrmemt Servace,

£ Aesiztol i scloetion wnd desipn od air pallalion contoel cguipment fur wacivus wlivals

E o Propared coovironmencal repons, incladimg waste siream guantifacatian ansd characiesizalion tor
several proposed Lacilines, includiog:

- Lakw Mumemals proprsed soeda ashoplant ot Oweens Lake. Califors
- Mansals propuessd potash Tackhry Tecated omothe Salar de Alcama o Chile.

San Joaguin County Air Follution Conteol PHaeict During 1257 und 1958

bedr, Woalters served we an wir poellution eneiteen ond was responsible for the following: sicl-ap aile
g o 1af i ol i Anmnces: montasing source Lests and svaluisling sous Test eepors, permeing,
myinor and major somrces of ait pollutants: precessing cmission anking applocations: amd aiding mthe
proparitien of the Districys Bt Aovailal:l Control Technalogy (BACT ) quarer |y rejuats, Rissonhle
Furtlr Progreas ceprans, and conigssion (nvanoories,

Adelphi ¢enter for Emeryy Siudics 1985 1o 1986

Wi Wl s e aea conbosnon iy menagerre e e ngieer aped v respmsible oe the
el sostmsag e ol impleeranion ol all cemventional and novee ] Tuzl cormbosiaen pusjots.
includ g the proparatien of mterinn and Tinal repars, comduzlings source eats come EPA nwetheds |3 0l
LY g the dota attalysis of all combosoon sesis mannteriines o wepaic af albeoniuscon aeility
sequipanicay cparation o all combaetien projea prepesals and mplesrentation el da analysis el tuel
alenugistin ~ludozs . Tucl r|1|_'|_'-|-:_|g_-,-' pesattes b s Fezne b seale ceal ash o remosei reseirch

[T LU TR, R T T
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Chewizal Enginees, Calbfemin Leceress 2973
CARL. ondawre ntal of Enforsemicn s
ElA Merinls 1R DT Teaining, Seminar

Pl RS
Al

"Cuere it wnsd Futone: Ad allutien Emassien {6 e Roguiremencs, and Impas s to gl Pacific shorg s
PHWISAPANS Aar and Waste Managemeol Chaplees Aomoal Mecting. Sovember 17, 19U4.

Cro-Anthored

"l O Firing of tha COWF tor Packape Boiler Applications™. T'eesented al the Tlond Axnwal Pirsburgh
ol Conference. Sepromber 195860,

“Implications of Shory Fucl Bheslogy an Atomicaticn.” Amencan Seciely of Bngineers

“Faciers Affecting Aooisnien ol CWFY, Prasenced af the Bighth Intemativnal Syzcposiuen of Coal
Slurry Fucl Preparacion and Lolizaoon. Orlando. FL Moy TSRS

(el



DECLARATION OF
Lisa A, Blewitt

|, Lisa Blewitt declarc as follows:

. | am presently employed by Aspen Environmental Group, & contracior 1o the
California Enargy Commission, in the Agoura Hills office as an associate in
engineearing and physizal sciences.

. A copy of my professional qualifications and experience 5 attached hereto and
incarporated by refercnoce herein.

. | helped prepare the staff lestimony cn AIR QUALITY, for the MODESTO
IRRIGATION DISTRICT ELECTRIC GENERATING STATION - RIPON FROJELCT
based on my independent analysis of the Small Fower Plant Exemption and
supplements hereto, data fram raliable docurmnents and sources, and my professwnal
expenence and knowledge.

. It is my professional opinion that the prepared testimony is valid and accuralse with
rospect lo the s5ue addressed thercin,

.t am parsanally familiar with the facts and conclusicns related in the testimeny and i
called as a witness could testify competently thereto.

! declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and coerrect to the best of
my knowledge and belief,

- ot E . oo . R Mem A gt ]
Dﬂtﬂd- L Pil 1 .’I. _""5 oy Elgngd_:: ‘.z'.__._-: -‘.'."I.- 4 _,..-"I;_. JT\_ -'::-'::?1: I,l' <A

At Acoura Hilts, Califgrnia




Lasa A BLEWITT
Associule EnginserThysleal Scignlisl

ACADEATH RACEGROLND
A, Cnenucal Eeemeerme. Lnveersity of Califoinia, Sanla Barbar, 102G

PROFESSIONAL EXPFRIENIE

Wiss Blewe 15 a chemacal eoganeer with experigice in i, pluns: and medise analyas. Prior sspericwce
meludes cefiery and poeesr plam design Profesr managemenl copenience imcludes belmne gy the
Aznpen et CAspoen emplovecs plos all soboontractors) fur several Califarma Eoerpy Crominission (0EL)
Provcces. and SUpPOT on Vinous proposs.

Aspen Envirenmental Croup Anpgust 2001 tir present
Miss Blewit’ s pogject esperience ot Aspro mcludes the inllowing.

Califoraia Fraerge Costmbician (CEC): Wiza Blowitt perfomed phome ansalyeis awdior air qualily
analysiz on several projecls i suppont e St eweamenty Ton the CFC RO equovalent review
process B belps manage the Aspen wmon as Paser Maat Coordmator 1PPC). Coondination of the
Asgean 1z with CEC priyect masapers inchides prosiudoig up-te-dats orrmsgian o all menthers of the
tesum, idantidyving ke issoes, and prepanne monthly progress oeports She also manages the Aspen e
a5 the overall Aspen IPPC ar all CED projects by posciding weekly progross reperts ool Aspen FRC

" Avepal; ALT Tor 000 MW combined ovcle plant located w Avcnal. Kings County. Biss Tlewin
rerfon ez 1he plame wnalvais bar 1he coaling dower. heab ceconery steam genecileas RS0 and
anniliary boiler.

" BMythe X oAcpen Uswn Power Plaot Cocodinaten o sippom the Stdf Assessment of the ATC Ter a
S0 AW combincd el poseee plane [ecared sncitely witbun the presaonsly appaovial Blyrbes Eoceray
Progect Tacileey boundiries west of 1he ity of Blahe, Riverside Couney, Mise Blewitt wicl e
perfarrming e phinwe analysiec She wlao pegfarmed a caoling tower ploes grouml lavel fupging,
analy s oo deermine tnpacts do surmoundmg readwines.,

n

Central ¥alley Enerpy Center: Aspen Teawm Pewer Plem Coardoier oo soppon e Stadf
Asevsrrent of the AFC Bor o LDAD MW combined avele power peacration Eac iy Locaed w the Ciry
ef Sun Tooguin, Fresao Coney. Bisg el assastod wath she air gaiadive amalysis aml perefoemed e
plurme analpsis Tor the coolme wowers JIRSCL. and ausilizey Tieiler, She alse performed o couhng
et plume cronnd Jmvel fopging analesis o deremmine inpacts to sureondng ol v

* o Colesd OO AFC Bor o S8 AW combined ovele poower generation Facrhiey Tevated wear ef the Cley ol
Wilkames in Closy County, Mass Blewalt zssisisd st 1l i guality analysis,

Farsl Altamonl: AFC T a LIO0 MW combined cvcle peaer aeneration ey Teeaned sautheast «f
Tracy w Alwneda Doty Mass Blewin aeestod witl Dl coolimg rovweer plunee analysis Sl ala
perbormed o coeling tower plume pround level Foeging aailysis b deocemine impacts o sumonnding
IL'liI:J Wid e



Loy Y HBoLw e e 2

Henricta: AFC Tor o %13 MW sirogile vyl poeome plant oo be lcated west of the Oy el Leooaoene,
i Eomeee Comrmy Misn Blewdn acsi@ed weith the o oguatity analyvers aod pecfesmeed e plume
anilyeis T The HIZSCes TTus plant did nos neguace o couling tower

Inland Empire: AFC foroa 670 MW combined cycle power elant o be lovis] oo 1he s ot
Romoeland and Perms. within an amcorporated area of Bivsside Coence. ¥iss Blewete perlormed the
plume analvsis for the cooheg toweer, TIRSOs ol aailiaey hoilzr,

Laus Esteros Critical Enceegy Factlity:  Aepen Teawm Power Plant O oordmaler o soppoett U SLaff
Avsrgnmment of the AR fora L3 MW simple cyele peaking plant in San Fase, UA

Mlagnnlia: AFC 10 add 250 MW of new penerativn ol Mogooli Generation Powsr Flam in Burbans,
CA Mgy Blewill azsieted m the e quality analysis and penformgd 1he phoense anilysis fog Lhe cooline
wooeet and RS0 Bl alto peeformed a conling tewver ploowe ground level fogempe snidysis
Ut srting pmpeaces W serraunding roed ways.

Knseville Kmnermy Facility: AEFC for 'WR) KW combined cpcle poseet gl five males nonhwese ot
dowoiewn Bosevilie m Placer County Miss Blewin pordormed 1he pluome analysis for the coling
[N LU L

SMLD Consumnes: AFC far 1000 MW combined evcle prwer plant oo b logatel ar i Rancho
Seco Muchar Powsr Plant in Sactams o County. Miss Tlewitl perlarmed the plame analysis ot
valing toers ol BLRESC=.

Sowth Stav: AT Zor 100 MW simple cvele prewer flant (53 10 lociled i the Tesaca Samh Miolweay -
Sunsel Dhldeld, Fern Couney. ¥oss Blewar assisted woith the s quality analysis. Paojecl cancelled.

Sparcan: Preoocr Plan O onedinaoor tor Aspen leam 10 suppocl e Staff Saseseingor ol the AFC for a
96 5w simple ovele peabina plant o 3en Jose, CAL Progect ciomeeThal.

Tracy: Aspen ‘lzam Peaer Plant Coondinator 10 2upport e Stafl Assesament nf dhe AU tor o 169
YW sipie ove e power plant o be located soutlisea of tes iy of Tracy, in western San Jeaguin
County - Wisa Blowinr kg ansisied wilth 1he air quality analysss and pecfocrmsd the plums analyviis
hased na resulis feom Spaan 1 Kooty Cenler Procect

Vernon: AFC for the Malburg Generating Stalioen (3055, 2 120 MW combined cxcle povwer plant e
b Jocated in the City of Weanon, Loy Ange les Coonly, Siss Blewite performeed the plune analyais
T 1l wanding 1ower and TIRSCis. She slao performed a reoling wwer phonee geound el fngpmg
Enulysis to determine 1mpacts e somounding roadways

Loy Apgeles Unified Sehoal Diceeter (FALSE Miss Blewitn perlonmed nuise anilysis anddar rarking
sludies for the tallowing projecly.

Wonderland: Three =story stick building vastagm addioon L an exaling clemenlony schoel M.
Bilweint swinzled @ sine visic e amalyeee the cumens proqect altsmatiee, and pros cded o oplate oo
preject ranamer repaeding the irpasl B ssues previswsly et foe the arigimal conligorativn
®ixs 16wt pecfarimed the nudse aoalysis for the proposcd pragect 4 cmober 2002

Pagrchagpee; Dortzihbe adilini o tenan -::1i:~'|i|'|.|'_ I'Lip]i bl Aleae Hlew pu:rt'-::-rrn-.'l.l H p:lrl::ru_z ‘~|III-|'_~' Eul
devernuine baseline parkonz conditicws prior 1 sdditan ol s oicables,

Wilsan: Puitable addicians oo an csisong high school, #iss Glesin polanead o parkimg study Lo
deterronne baelire packiee voanlitiens peioe Ticaddacion of new pofanies



L v B parnorack

Resedu: Mortalde additions wooan csissing high school 3Miss Tlewin perfernrd o weisy uislyss in
Chotate 20002 96 determine 1he sigrolicanoe ef meise wopacts e o the addition sf fees cliss nomm
huildings and Lwe samtace boldwges on e exising = lwnl campes, Conedinated with scelt 1o
incerprate sl Tisiet cormmcents inca the Toocal Stody . and peeparsd the draft Mitigated ™oegeanive
[rhacluratian.

Proposafs; e Baesn wesisted in gre Jees lvnmeal of The fadlowing proposals:

" Department of Water sael Powee On-Call: Miss Blowitt coomdinaned che sobcontractors meludiong
vollegting all wesumes, peaject d2seripiioms, tirn descepions, and referenoes.

% Alipwel Mission: Mias Blews coordinared the sobcontractors incledimg collashing all lereees of
pattctpetoon. cendlicl ef mere sl state nenis, dise losurs ahles, resumes, project descnptions, technical
inpepr csachas, angl refzne aces.

Fluor Dramiel. [ne. August 1996 Lo July 2061

Miss Blowill was o Process Bogineer ol Fluor Dames Ioe i dlise Wiepe, O from Angust 1990 T Taly
2001, She did provess design work [or both cefinerizs and peesecs planrs.

COgciclental Chemicn]l Tall Copeneration Project: Worked with Dk Tluer Dande | o independenily
develop the design of multeple process systems mcluding wisste wal21 TgEmment, simem witer. porable
water. hedrogen and naurad giae Ceordimsosd gl discussed design issucs witk covilfstructural
achieciural, piping, machanical. prapect engineers and the client e develop wnd optimacal, vost
cHeclive design. Lheveleped process Muw digzraoms (FFDY o aed pipong and instrument diagrans
(TEIEN 10 mreel all safery amd cperabilicy eguisements &0 by the client and industry standand s,
i piping say ks et sysoem bvdraohe requuements for proper operidivn censidening Jesigh
and alermule apetating cases.

{renrgia-Pacilic Stcam Helwrmer Progect:s Lead Noe gas recesls stody e gderrmine . operoting,
reguimermenly lor commustien in pulse beaters

Syocrude Canucly Lpgonder Exputislon (UF-1) Peaject: Prepincd the Desicn Bass Specifizilion
wnd e finel the revamp medifications requined 0 debottleneck o Maphtha Tiydrotreater Flang
Conducied the PITY Beview for desien approval with the chieng i Ton MeMuoeeay, Albey, Cansda.
Srmulated the Xapluha Hydrptesanes Plaer. Complered mudbple condipuration studies Lo deteermine
rhwr hest configuration tor LE-1.

ADDITIONAL TRATNING AND COURSFS:

Fogincer-In-Traminr, Ceetificale

L SH Bxtension 2-day class - Prepanne CEQANER A Thseuree ats

1CSE Extensian Mgt Manageee nn ot aaonal Cerbdizulion Program 902 - 06505 — L units 1atal

PrOrFEsssan ATFILIATIONS: UCSE Alamm Assesiinian



DECLARATION OF

Richard York

|, Richard York daclare as follows:

1.

| am presantly employed by the Califarmia Energy Gommissicn in the
Environmental Protection Oice ol the Systams Assasemants and Facilities
Siting Divisharr as a Planner 11,

A copy of my professional qualifications and expanencs |5 atlached hargta and
incorparated by rafarence herein.

. | propared the staff lestimony on Blological Resources saction for the Modesto

irrigation District Electric Generation Station project based on my indepandent
analysis of the Small Power Flant Exermnption application and supplements hereto,
dala from reliable decuments and sources, and my professional experienca and
knowladge.

M is my professional opinion thal the prepared lestimony 1s valid and accurale with
respect 10 the issun addressad therein.

| am personally larmiliar with the facts and conclusions related in the testmeny and i
called as a wilness could testity compatantly thereta.

| declare wndar panalty of ponuny that the loregaing is true and coerrect 16 the bast ot
ry knowladoe and behetf.

Drated: J.}lﬁf:]? E‘, 2007 Signed: Zaﬁ-ﬂ\ﬁt(uf{f{rli—'

At Sacramento_{aliformnia




RICHARD YORK
WORK EXPERIENCE SUMMARY

Expenenced in biological resource assossment including endangetad speties sunays,
field survey pratocols, endangered species mitigation and menitgring, coordination with
siate and federal agencies, and wetland delineation, Educational background emphasized
biological resources, plant identification and taxenomy, general acology, and herbadum
speciman curatorship,

WORK EXPERIENCE

1989 te date - PLANNER I, California Energy Commission. | provide independent
binlagical resource assassments ot proposed energy facililies and review implementalicn
of binlogical rascurce conditions of cedificalion required by tha Warman-Alquist Act and the
Calitorriza Environmental Quality Act. Chce energy facilties ara construcled and
operating, | am respansible for making sure each facility operales in compliance with
gssociated biological resources conditions of certficalion. These conditions of cerification
involve endangerad species protaction, hakilat reslaration and moniloring, off-sita habitat
compensation, and wildlife surveys.

| arm also invehwed with various presenes in the San Jeaguin Valley (Semiropic Ridge and
Lokerm} that were aslablizhed with Enargy Commission miligation funds, Alzo, 1 edited the
endangered species and senstive biclogical resource policy paper for the Califomia
Encrgy Commission’s Energy Fasililies Siling and Environmental Frotection Drsision.

1285 to 1989 - BOTAMIST, The Mature Consetvancy, Gollecled, mapped and
computarizad rare plant bocation and ecological information lor the Califomia Matural
Diversity Data Base while under contract to the Califomia Departmant of Fish and Game.
Reguired statewide coordination with many gther bolanisis, some figld work, and
managemenl of contracts,

1940 to 1886 - BOTANIST, Califormla Native Plant Society. Compiled and co-adited the
ard edilion of the Calfornia Mative Plant Society's statewido Inventory of Rare and
Endengered Vascular Plants of California,  Work involved field surveys, attendance at
pubttic meslings and slatewide board meetings, coordinalion and  supervision  af
wvalunteers, date base managemont and qualty control, sndangeted species ragulatory
review and commant, coordination with slate and federal agencias, and writing special
plard stalus repers.

1975 - 1880 BOTANIST/RANGE TECHNICIAN (Bureaw of Land Mgmt., Wyarning)
HERBARIUM ASSISTANT [Humboldt State University}
RESEAACH ASSISTANT (Calilemig Maliva Flant Society)
FARK AIDE [Califormia Department of Parks and Res<raation)
PRIVATE BOTANICAL CONSULTANT (Six Rivers Mational Forest)



EDUCATION

= B. S BOTANY (19759} - Humboldt State Uneversity, Arcata, Califomia
B. A. PEYCHOLOGY [1979) - Humbgldl State Linivarsity, Arcata, Califomia

AWARDS

= 1982 RARE PLANT CONSERAVATION AWARD — Califomia Native Plant Socisty
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS

California Mative Plant Society
Califomia Botanical Socioty
Tha Nature Conservancy
Interagency Botamists

The Wildlife Society



DECLARATION OF
Dorothy Tarres

|, Dorathy Tomres daclare as follows!

. | am prasantly employed by the California Energy Cammission in the Environmental
Qiffice ot the Systams Assessmenl and Facilities Siting Division as a Planner |l

. & copy of my professional qualifications and expenance is attached herstae and
incorporaled by rafarence harain.

. | prepared of ihe Staff Testimany on CULTURAL AESOURCES, for tha MID Electnc
Generaling Statlon based on my independent analysis of the Small Power Plant
Exermnption and supplements hereto, data from reliable documents and soorees, and
ry professional exparience and knowladge.

. It i= my profassional opinion thal the preparad teslimaony 1g valid and aggurata with
respec! lo the issus addressed thergin.

. | am parsanally familiar with the facts and conclugsions relaled in the testimony and if
callcd as a witness could teslily compeatently thereto,

| declare under penatty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the Best of
my knowladge and belief.

Datad: ,i,f}"?:/ﬁ_? Signed: _-ﬁ&f-f cﬁ?:;@m‘_

At Sacrarmnento, Califomia




Dorothy E. Torres

EXPERIENCE:

September 2002-
Frezant

Aprit 2001 -
AU Qust 2002

Jule 15, 2005

Planner ll: Culturzl, Socicecenaomic and Visual Linit,
Syslems Assessment and Facilites Division, Califernia
Energy Commission, Duties: As a Planncr 11, | 1dentify,
describe, and analy7e complex culiural resources issues
relatad to alecirical anesgy production facilitees, alternative
anargy lechnclogies, enargy research and developmesnt and
Commission programs. This mcludes the preparation of
seclions of nitial studies, environmental impact reports and
LM pniSsion repors.

In addition. | prepare indapendent assessmants of the
cultural resources aspects of Nolices ol Internlion,
Applicabicns for Cerbheation, and Small Power Plant
Exemphons. The Fnal analysas include the praparation and
preseniation of gxpen technical lestimony, which is
presentad ar Commigssion haanngs.

| also coordinale and work with tederal, slate, regional and
local governments; cullural resources related agencies,
environmental organizatiaon and universitias, Mative
American or cther ethnic groups; archaeological or historical
professional organizations; and members of the genegral
public regarding energy-related issues 1o assure thei input
imto the Commission pawser plant siting process and cthar
Carmmission programs,

Mareowvar, | lcad or participate in warkshops and meetings
conceming Commission projects. programs and policies,
amongst and petween prpject applicanis, staft, othar
governmental agencies, privalc organizations, and Lhe
pubic.

In addition. | examing and avaluate existing and proposed
lows, crdinances, regulations, standards, and policies
partinent to the visual, cultural aspects of proposed energy
tacilitics on Commission programs, Afler permitting. |1
evaluate the lcensea's compliance with conditions of
ceriticatien for power plant {acililies,

Planner |- Cultural. Sociceconomic and Yisual Ui,

i Aesama1.duc



Syslems Assessment and Facililies Division. California
Encrgy Commigsion Dulies | gathar, orgamize and analyze
cultural resources data and identify 1ssues, impacts and
rmfigation measares ensuring comphance with the Californiz
Environrmental Cuality Act. | prowde cvarsight for
consultants working an siting applicalicns in the area of
cultural rescurces. | participate in workshops and meetings
coneerning Energy Commission projects and programs, In
addition, 1 Interact with Divisien techmical staff and siaff
representing other Civisions. local and regianal governrment
staft'docizion makers. fedearal and state agency
ropresentatwes and consultants/exparts in (he areas of
anthrapolagy, archaealogy, histery and relaled fields, |
prepare written assessments of energy ralaled documants.

Drecember 1998-

March 2001 Energy Analyst: Community and Cullural Resaurces Linit,
Energy Facilities Siing and Envirgnmental Protection
Divsinn, Cabfarnia Energy Commission. Duties: | assist in
natharing, arganzing and analyzing cultural resources dala
and identify issues, impacts and mitiation measures. |
aseist in coordinabing wuth [eeal governmants, resource
protechion agencies, enwicnmanial grganizations and
business arganizaions, Furthermore, | padicipate in
workshops and meet ngs concerning Energy Commission
projocte and prograrns. | evaluate exishng and propozad
laws, crdinances. regulalions, standards, and policies
perinent 1o the cultural resource aspect of proposed ensegy
facilities, 1 prepare wnltan assessments of energy related

documents.
EDUCATION:
Spong 1938 M_A.. Anthropology
California State Unirersity, Sacramanio
Spring 1980 B.A., Anthropology and History
California Stale Universily, Sacraments
Professional
Crrganizabons Sooety for Calfomia Archacology

Sacrameanto Archasological Sociely

Fesur-g” oon ¢ Juty 15, 20405



DECLARATION OF

Kevin Robinson and Shahab Kheshmazhrab

We the undersigned, declare as follows:

i, We are presently employed by the California Energy Cammission in the

Engineering Office of the Systems Assassment and Facility Siting Division as
Machanical Engineers-Mr. Robinson and My, Khoshmashrab,

. Copies of our professgional gqualifications and experience are atllached hereto and
incorparated by reference haran.

. We prepared the Staff Testmony on Energy Resources, for the Modesto
Irrigation District Electric Generation Station based on our mdependent analysis
of the Application for Small Power Plant Exemption and supplements thereta, data
from raliable documents and sources, and our professional experience and
knowledge.

. is oUr professional gpinign that tha preparaed Testimony is valid and acourate with
respect to the issues addressed therein.

. We are persenally fammiliar with the facts and conclusions relatad in the testimony
and if called as withess{es) could testify competently Ihereto.

\We declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing 15 rue and correct 1o the best
of our knowledge and belef.

K.ewin Robinson _ﬁ';;,::.u /f;_f{f.Ld_

Shahab Khoshrmashrab .
W o o

Dated.  July 14. 2003

At Sacramento, California



Shahab Khoshmashrak
Mechanical Engineer

Experience Summary

Eight years experignce in the Mechanical, Cwil. Structural. and Manufacturing
Engineenng fields invalving enginesring and manufacturing of vanous mechanical
eomponents and buikding struclures. This experience includes QANDC,
constuctionficensing of &lectne gensrating pawer plants, and engineering and policy
analysis of thermal power plant regulatsny issues.

Education
v California Stata University, Sacramento-- Bachalor of Sciegnce. Machanical
Engineering

Professional Experience

2001 -2003--Mechanical Engneer, Sysiems Assessment and Facilities Siing- Califomia
Energy Comrmission

Perfomed analysis of generating capacity. reliahility. efficiency. and the mechanical,
civilistructural and geotechnical engineering aspects of power plant siting cases.

1998-2001--Structural Engineer — Rankin & Rankin

Engineerad concrete foundations, stroctural steel and sheel metal of various building
structures nc:uding enargy relalsd structures such as fuel islands, Performed energy
analysiscaloulations of such structures and produced structural engineeting detail
drawings

1995-1898--Manufactunng Engineer — Carpenter Advanced Technologies

Managed manufactunng orojects of various mechanical components used in high tech
medical and engineering equipment. Direcied ‘abrication and inspection of first articles.
Wialz and implemented QAQC procedueres and occupalional satety procedures.
Conductad developmeantal research of e most advanced manufacturing machines and
processes inchuding writing of famal reports. Developed project cost analysis.
Developadiimproved manufacturing processes,



KEVIN ROBINSON
Mechanical Engineer

Experience Summary

Thrae yaars expetiancs in the glactric ganeration field, including mechan cal
design, QA/QC and construction of hydrocloctic plant systems; and engineering
and policy analysis of geothermal, nalural gas-fired and thermal power plam
requlatory IBsLes.

Educaticn

« Californig State Lniversity, Chico—Bachalor ol Sciance, Machanical
Enginecring

+ Certified EIT, Calfarmiz

Profassional Experience

2001 e Pregseni—iechanical Engineer, Systems Assessrment & Faoility Siting
Division, Engmeering Seclion — Cahfornia Energy Commissian

Responsible lor analysis of gencrating capacity, reliability, efimency, and the
reshamsal, civil'structural engineering aspects of power plant Sihng cases,

2000 1o 2001 —Mechanical Ergineer, Qraville Field Divisicn, Engineering Section
— California Depanment of Water Resources

Assist in the preparation ot dasigns, technical specifications and cosl estimates
far mechanical gquipment al a hydroeleclric pawer plast. Coordinate the design,
mstallation, and inspechon of mechamcal equipment, AS5STIN preparing test
raparts, and recommendations for corective action,



DECLARATION OF
STEVE BAKER

[, Steve Baker, declare as follows:

1 1 am presenlly employed by the California Energy Cammission in the
ENGINEERING OFFICE of the Systams Assessment and Faciities Siting
Division as 8 SENIOR MECHANICAL ENGINEER

2 A copy of my professional qualf cations and experence i3 attached berete and
incorporated by reference herein.

3. | supervised the preparalion of 1he staff testimony on ENERGY RESOLURCES,
and prepared the slaff testimany on NOISE AND YIBRATION for the MID
ELECTRIC GENERATION STATION FROJECT based on my independent
aralysz of the Applicahon for Small Power Plant Exermption and supplemeants
therelo, data from reliable docurments and sgurces, and my professinnal
axperience and knowledge,

4. It i= my professional opinion thal the prepared testimony is valid and accurate
with respect 1o the issues addressed therein,

5. | arm pergonally famtliar with the facts and conc:usions related in Lhe lestimeny
and if called as a8 witness could testfy competently herato.

| declarg vndsr penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of
my knowledge and baliaf.

Dialed. u/ EIJ‘;;E__I?" priF Sigherl ;/[%fﬁﬂ?;—f

Al sacramente, Califoriia




STEVE BAKER. F.E.
Senicr Mechanical Engineer

Experionce Summary

Twenty-nine years experience in ihe elechic power generaben field, including mechanical
design. QAOC. constructiondslartup and business development'icensing of nuclear,
coal-fired, hydroelectric, gealrermal and windpower planls: and anginesring and palicy
analysia of thermal power plant requlatory iIsSues.

Educatlon

- California State University, Lohg Beach--Master of Buginess Administraticn
. California State Polytechnic Univarsity, Pomona--Bachalor of Science, Machanical
Engineering
- Registered Professional Engmesr (Mechanmeal), Caiforma —
Mo M277ET expires 653004

Professional Experience

1980 to Present--Sanior Machanical Enginger, Siting & Envirpnmental Division -
Calitomia Enargy Commission

Technical iead person for the analysis ol generating capacity, reliability, eflicioncy, noisc,
and he mechanical, civil'structural and gaolechnical engineenng aspecls of power plant
siting cases. Key contributor lo Commission's investigation into market impediments 1o
the deployrment of advanced high-efficiency generating technologies.

1987 to 1990--Generabion SyslarmsFachty Dasigs Unit Supervisorn, Silirg &
Ervviranmental Civisian - Califerma Energy Commisson

Hasponsthle or supenvising the analysis of generating capacity, reliability, efficiandy,
safety, and machanical, civil'structural, and gectechnical angineerng aspects of powor-
plant siting cases.

1881-1936--Cperations Managesr. Alernale Eneray - Sama Fe Pacilic Realty Corparation

Participated in and supervised identification, evaluation and feasibility analysis, licensing
and permifting of hydroglectric, geathermal, windpower and biomass power projects.

1874-1981--Mechanical Engineer, Guality Enginesgr - Bechtal Power Comoralion and
Bechtal Mational, Inc.

Whote eruipment spacifications, draw flow dingrams and F&ID's. parformed systom
design and safety analys:s lar nuclear power plants and nuclear fuel processing lant,
Wiote and mnplemanted QALIC procedures for nuclaar power plant. Paricipatoed in
construction’startup ol large coal-fred power plant.



DECLARATION OF
PATRICK A. PILLING, Ph.D., P.E., G.E.

I, PATRIGK A. PILLING, declare as follows:

1.

| am presently employed by Black BEagle Cansulling, [0, undser contract with
the California Energy Commission Systems Assessment and Facilities Siting
Division as a GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER.

A copy of my professional gualificationg and experiance is attachad hereto and
incorporated by reference horein.

| helped prepare the stafl testirmony on GEQLOGY AND PALEQONTOLODGY, for
the MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT ELECTRIC GENERATION FACILITY
hased on my indapendent analysis of the: Small Fower Plant Exemption and
supplements hereto, data from relable documents and sources, and my
professional experience and knowledge.

It i5 my professianal opitian that the prepancd testimony is valid and accurate
with resoect to lhe issue addressed therein.

| am personally familiar wath the facts and ooaclusions related in the testimony
and if called as a witness could testity competently therato.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct 1o the best of
my knowledge and beletf.

|M
Brated:  July 14, 2003 Signed: il
7

Al

Reno, Mevada :




PATRICK A. PILLING, Ph.D., P.E., G.E.

Executive Vice President
Principal Geotechmical Enginecr

Education

- B.5  Civil Bnooeensg 19580 - Santa Clare Univeraity

v M5, - Civil Tnpineening - 1991 < Sun Joese State Tiniversily

L Ph.I2. = Ciwil Engineering - 1997 - Dniversty of Mevady, Renn
Eegiztrations

* FE - Civil = Mevada, Califerne, QDeegor, Lah, Arizona

* P.E. - Createchnical = Califomia

Aszocialed Experience

i Uhmversaly of JNevada, Renn - Coorse Trstooctor - OB 7L - BMinme Waste Cotacnent
Dusiyn
. Lniversity of Nevada, Renn Course Instructar CF 771 - Frocneal Fonmdation Tngimeenny
Eoxpericnoe

PR o Poesent: Block Bagle Comsulung. doc; Bxevative Vice President. O Falling maontoms over LY
years ulconstoeciom. seotrchnical, and minmy engineeing espeoence. aed has sopereised the enemeenang
and vomstructisn of such progects thronehoot the westemn Tlned Setes and South Arnerica. A5 Traconive
Yire Presulent, Dr. Pibhng oversess thinly office operanens, inchuling personnel and accownting isbges,
Coomdimates company matkehing cfforts, and pertorms progect management, engimeenng and Lsboratry
analyscs, And repor pecepaEration on nest projcss.

1Oy e 1997 ST, Incurporated: Sender Geotechmical Breneer. Do Pilling prosided projectcooodination.
revanigreanenl, supervision, and deselopment. and pecfonned feld eaplomainoen, engeneenang analvies, and
PPt TITE PTG,

1O nes 1906 W ESEF RO Project Monjyzer be. Pillmg woss responsible Tor peners. peclachme el analyses on
sk proects. ik well os design, manogement. and permytng of heap keach snd tmlmgs seome Tucilioes
projecls  His expenznce varwed from foundation design res ommencations tor small mamp henise struchores
to detailed luquefactesn and scepazedslope stalulily analyaes for large earthen cmbankments,

TOG eo L9900 Case Paeific Company: Fropeor Mapafer, by Pilling movided cose gsomating, pojec
MEImagemant, and comiraet negstiation on 4 wide variely of projects, Kesponsibilities imcludgel design and
constnicion o dnlled shuafeg, cofh mwiention, snd wndeminnomp, sysiems, 0 addion W oensirucisn
scheduliog and cuost conim.



Affilislions

. Arnerican Publie Works Associaiem
. Arnerican Concrete [nstitate: Conerete Field Tesiing Teclmician Grade |
. Pantivnul Suciely of Prodescional Engioeers
. Secretary Treisurer - Matenal Seciety of Professionad Engimesss, Morthem Mevada Chaper
. Arncrican Sowey of Crel Ergmer s
- Inrecnational Associntion al Foundation Drillies
- Mutiomal Cowngil of Exaranars ter Enpinesing aod Surveyving
. Amencan Socery of Engincenng Bdecaipom
Publications

Bshoee, ML, NenTis, O M Boweman. 5., Becston, He. Frlbmg, Fooond Shamsatads, A, sModeling Pale Loteril
Rosponse in Wearberad Reck,” Proceeding 36" Enpinecnng Creuloey sad Geotechnical Enginecnne
Sympusium, Uneversity of Mevada. Las Vopas, U0,

Ashrar, #, Billing, P, osnd Somms, Gk “Assessment of Pile Greup Response Under Tooeral Toad”
Procecdings, A memanemasl conference on Beeem_Advanecs n_Oeotecbracal Facthgnake
Enpimecrrng andd Sonl Dyenamics, Cmversity of Missooi — Bofla MO0 Paper .l 280

Ashour, %, Pulling. P and Nerris, 43, “Upilated Thsamentation of the Strain Wedge bMode] 1'rogram bor
Analvaing Laterally Loowed Piles ancd e Cirovaps,” Proceedines, 23" Enanecrine Creoloagy amel
Geoncehnical Ensigeering Syraposivm, Uovvensty of Nevadas, Rews, ppo LT7- 178, 1HHES,

Axhour, M PoAL Pilling, and G, M. DNewris. "Dovomentanon of the Srrain Wedpe Model Program For
Analvang aeratly Towled Tselawd Piles and Pale Groups.” Proceedin 5, 3 Symposium en
Engincenme Geology and Geagchnigad Dnyineecne, Boise. ldabo, March 1997,

Azhour. YL PA Pilling. G M. Soris, and 1 Percz, "Develpment of o Surain Wedee Muodel Pregram ter
Fale Grup Inte rfecence and Pile Cap Contnbutien Eilects” Bempor ho. COERR-MA Uneversiy of
Bewada, Benoa, 194994,

Ashour. 3., Noms, G ound Pitliog, P Snain Wedes Model Canab ity of Anslycing Bebavior of Laecally
Lasacdedd Tseelated Piles, Dailled Shatfts, und Pile Groeps,” Journal ef Bndpe Tnaineenog, ASCE, Yol
7 kAL Julyfdugosy 2002, pp. 245-354,

Ashonr, M. Nerris, G oard Pilling, P, "Batecal Loading of & Pile m Layened 5ol Toang the Sirain Wedse
saklal " Joumad of Geotechmeul and Geoenviaomnental Bnamessne, ASCE. Vol 124, Mo 4, Apol
1495, pp. iR3-310

Mocres, O M., ML Ashear I AL Pilling. and B Goacka, "The WNon-Trnigueness of p-y Curves tor Laterally
Loaded Mle Analysis.” Proceedings, 217 Sympasinm on Prgneening Geodoey and Geowechnal
Coinewripe, logan. Uilal, &arch 1995 pp. 40-52

Blach Eagle Cotsulung, Ine, Mk 2em 1 e e e R



Soms, Ur WP K Govweda, and PooA Palling, “5Stvain Wedpe bModel Burmulation for Piles," Report Mo E1S
S-11, Universiy of Mevadls, Bene, Pebroary 1993

Fillmg, P.AL “Acsessmp the Liquelacoon Poetontial of Suad Deposits Contommg an Apmeciable Amount of
Cravel ™ Progrum with Absiracts 2002 Annual Meeting Asspciaion ol Enginesning Creoligiss and
Arnerican Insttute of Prodessional Geolgeisis, Heneg, Mowada, Joly 20002 piis

Fillmg. " AL "The Besponse of o Graup of Flexible Ides and the Associated Pile {ap to Laterial Loading us
Characuataoed by e Straan Wedee Moder,” Doctoral Dissastation. Univoasny of Mevada. Bena,
1

Fillmg, P.AL M. Ashoor, and G Do, “Snouain Wedee Model Hyleid Aaalvsis of Laterally Deaded Pile
Crooap,” Jowomal of e Taespeacats o Besean s Boeand, Teanspurtagions Rescareh Recond S 1792, 30601, Paper Mo,

(0-CHT4. pp. | 15-E21,

Pulling, P AL and B V. Weadward. "Dependent Facilivy Closuce i Calforme,” Priceedingy, Mime Closoee:
Croating Productive Pulbae and Prvite Assees, Sparks, evada, March 1995, ppe 315-326.

Fillang, AL and Beeston, H. E. "Expanswon Testing of Clay Soils in Forens e Investigations.” Procecdings,
nl 4+

23 Sympusidim on Ensineeine Oedlosy and Ocomgchiweal Ermnccnne. Bono, ovada, Masch
E99E. pp. 110-127.

Mack Eaple Consulting, Inc, B M Fod 1 A T e e mauns s t



DECLARATION OF
Geolrey Lesh

|, Geoffrey Lesh, declare as follows:

| am presently amployed by the Califomia Energy Commission 1o the Enginesring
DOffice of the: Systerns Assessments and Facilities Siting Division as a Mechanical
Engineer.

A copy of my proless onal quahfications and experience is attached hereto ang
incorporated by reference herain.

| helped prepane the Hazardous Matanials Sectlion on July 8. 20073 for the MID Ripon
preject based on my independent analysis of tha Small Power Plam Exemption and
supplements thereto. data from reliable documents and =ourcaes, and my
professional exparence and knowledgea.

It 1= my protessional opimeon that the prepared testimony is valid and accurate with
respect to the issus addressed theresin.

| am persanally familiar with the facts and conclusions related in the teshmany and if
called as a witness could testify competently thereto.

| declare under penalty of pequry that he foregoing is true and correct ta the hasgd of
rny knowledge and belief

Daled. ;i/ r’nﬁéﬁ Signed:_ I /(J‘VZ

: Hf'{i-"? r’f’f
At Sacramento, Califomisg i /




Gienltrey Lash, PE
wlechamcul Enpineser

WORK EHUISTORY
Culilmia Foersry Commissaon_ bes unicul Engincwer 2002-Current

-- Rovigw imd analvee apphounts’ plans Tor sgfe management of hazodous mateials,
snd for protocimg worker salely,

Scll-Timplovyed  Independenl Love st 210N 20012
-- Wrote markan snalyss cotnputer soliware and leaded perswonal accom,

Rooud Bine Corp Wafer Dngiocenng Wanuner _ LS5 - 2K
-- Deswigned and developed wafa: manadacionng processes lor compoier data siorgn
syslerns Manaped team of cngmecrs and tcchnicions cesaomsilsle fer developong wet andd
Jdry chemical processes Bor manwlacicimg, ingludmp proscss and sakety documentation.
-- Managed proceas amd syuipument selecim for manofaciunng prsccsses.

-- Provesses inclnded vaewam processcd mctals and coramics. gindicg-polishic,
platimg, cwhaug, sncapsulanon,, process rouhleshootng, snd S0 e poting.

Drastek Comp (Romag Jeint Yenloe Sac-upl - Waler Fnpineenne Monager [992- 1994
-- Deweloped wafer provesses o onew techmolowy tecording heaed Ter haed disk dnves,

-- Munaged deam o engincers andé rechmcians,

-- This pusition tmeluded star up of waler Tab. weleding lne Jayoat, porchase,
matallativn, and startup e new process couipment, ofc,

Komag, Ine Alloy Develupanent hanser _ O 1M AR
--Drevelomedd new vocuum-depesited recording ullovs
- Jesponsible for plunmng sod CHITYINE-DILE ICSES. dCAENING ©5ponMEnts. analv.ling
roslls. anagrang est laby cendocting malenalys chamoeenstons.

Extensive provess mesdeling and data anal ysiz,

Yerhanm Corp _(Kodak)  Process Developmem daneer 1008 3 14HE
-- Meclamcal engmeenng fer computer disk manufactunone, iocludime product, pocess,
and eguipimenm iocludmg mesil-ceramic- plaatic processes tor optical dizk development.
-- Produciion prowcsses iacluded plutiog, metal cvaporation, reaciive spuitenng, Lser-
bused photalithapraphy onjection motding.

IBM Coep Mevhuyival!Process Enwvineer B Y B L
-- Peoducl developmiend Bor photovopoers and computer Lo pe - Siotage sysiens.

EDLCATION

Linivcraty al Somy Clara: Conefroare i Magnetye Becarding
Lueirverme

alantordd University, Muasier of Scivnce Degnes Mutenuis Scwence angd Engimezring

VC-Terkeley, Bachelor of Soicnes Thepros Mo hamical Engince o .

Mlneoas Science und Bngnnoenng
b Wl
Resstered Protessenal Enginez: (Mechaomcal bt Caliluania



DECLARATION OF
Rick Tyler

|, Rick Tyler declare as Fllows,

| am presently emplayed hy the Califarnia Energy Commission in the Systens
Assessments and Facilities Siting Oivision as an Senior Mechanical Enginear.

A copy of my professional qualibcations and experience is attached herslo and
incorparated by reference herein.

| supcrvised the preparation of the staff kestimony on Hazardouws Matcrials
Management and Warker Satety for the Modesto Irrigation District Electnc
Genaralion Project based on my independent analysis of the Small Power Plant
Exemption and supplements thereto, data from reliaple documents and sources. and
my professienal expenence ard knowledge

[tig my professional opinion that the prepared testimony is vahd and sccurate with
respect to the issue addressed thergn,

| arm personally famifiar with the facts and conclasions related in the testmony and if
called as a withess could tesbily competently thersto

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregaoing 15 brue and correct to the besr of
my knowledge and belef.

-

-

. .-};_?--_—r. _ ,--"‘l "ﬂ;__...
Dated:_ 7 /28 S sined 2 ;,,.f”_f{ff;* 7

At Sacraments. Califormia




FGCATION

EXFERIENCE

Lo 1RO,
It

Apnl 14985
Jun  [Yce

RICK TYV1FR
Acanenint Meckhanieal Tngincer

CrALTFOIRMIA EXERLY OIS SI00M
4300 Ashone M,
Sacranemio. Lalitorma Uyt
(LHLG] 3W2- [ d

B.5. Bechanicil BEygimeserzns, Califomy State Lhversity. sacrarrieota, Exbia sourse wotk
i ALscs. stromentaticn, Techoical Wroitng,  Manageemmenr, Toswelovy,  Eisk
Assessrenl, Povinonment]  Chemster, Tacaedows Moedals Muaoagenent, WNose
Pezazareie nr, qned repudaions regnding vontead ol 1as e substances

Mear completion of course work pecessary o abam o coificae in hiaridons
oarcrials minagemeent becn Coniversity of £ alifomia, Vavis.

Calilernia Bnergy Comiceussion - Assectate Mechumcal Engimesr
Ewerey Faciliny Siting and Excacvacrnemal Proteciion Divizion

Buesponsible Far oresiew of Applcatens  Tor Ceifcatiom Gapplicatians  for
perenitiing ) Cor Jacpee power plarts nxcluding the review of bawdhne practioes
sk latied with the wse o hozardous and acutely Bacndous mleriacs, loss
prevention, salaly russpetent poactives . diesipn of fagiemed guprent
salely avsiemnds ass gl with cgaipme s anenkving basodons manerials e,
evalwezion of the peaAcorsel T impasis asackimed with sccidenral releases and
proparilices nd presencaion of copen wioess kesfimony atd eonditions o
ceribicution. Haview of compliance  swhminals regarding condinony o
cerificalions for hazrdons miderials hasdling:. inchadmy: Risk Samgement Phens
Vrocess Salety Monagemem.

Lalilommia Enerpy Comenissaon - Tlealsh amd Satety
T'regeraen Soeciahzt: Enerpy Facihey Soome and Envmonneental Frotecton Biveson

Ferponsable Tor ceviewe of Public 10sdth Bisk Assessownts, sic gqoalite, noise,
Tl rial h::f-ell_'_.'. wriel Tezndlom- onner s |'|:|r'|||.|i|'|g f B il 1|'|'||'|:|.:.1
TReprwTs ot Large poser genesding and wamte i eocrgy Teilicies, seduation af
Petahih cifeers dhua relaoced re esic substances, deselopeoene of icenmmendalions
reganding sabe levels of enpraurs, o Feegivs ness o1 masasores o erieal erilem and
Ar-cei1e i Pl 1 crmss o Tsars, mltirede csposoe maklels Prepainon
of sty prosdinge SafPs pesiiea pegaeding publie Tealih, oo, iodosal
=itlety, hazardews rwcenials Bandhina, and ot gualey essues wssocded  wogh
11r-.|[5-.1'-.|-.:| Pt |'||:|.r|l:-.. Aglve Dosmarms sy 1'|.-‘|':|.||::gu11'|-.'|1I._ il SracTf zaed e
punlic recarding issoed relied e Dealch eisk asvessmene of Rweardoos asacesials
Tandlimg.



Moy LT Lalibome St Hewesuree - Board - F.l'lgin:_'-:'l e d AT Ancoginde evel)

April 55
Besponsibbe for testing 190 duteromne pellaica cmission Jesels o wapor induz inal
Cacrliies: e huding plimning, supesrviswon ol Geld perscnnel. repon preparativn aond
it evrlupiient for [igtion, cvalote, Selecl and soccplange -test insteunenls
privr Lo purchises desien of instinenmanon syslams and oversichl of their nepair
and reeonteninees condugt insgectiong o indusirial bacilities o determine
cemplionce with  applicable pelloees control repolations, ooproved  goalily
sEsAnsy IR et and progsnnmed o compucer Syabean o aolemade dara
vislleeriorn wd egloetion, developed repulatery procedunes and  the instrament
SYARIM AcucEAnry i ccrtity and audit independens wesling companes; prepaced
tepularory proposals ard ciber presenations e classes o profesional syenposia
and dicecily w0 Lthe Adr Kessuroes Board a0 public heazimgs. A stabe representaging,
coeordinated effors with federal. Tocal, nd vzl e pinesennives.

PROVESS AL Thaut Prezident. Professemill BEuguocers in Califanna
ATTULLAT RN S Cesimnsrit Foar Sumer Seation,
LICENSES Thaet Clanir . Le gislative €nmimiioee for Prodoasional sssocizion of Al Qualily

Spercialists, FHavee pisscel e Enpincer in Training cxuam.

PLIRT. TCATIONNS, Authered seadf reprwts published by the Culilormm
MROFESSTIN AL Air Resmaurces Board and presenoed papers reparding
PRESINT AT IS CONMIUCDYS SITHES 0N R 00N Al Sy TIPS s,
ATl

A TP LHMENT S
Atvthored o paper enutled A Carmgerebensive Apprawch o Heallh  Risk
Azgrrsonent”. presented ol e seew Cork Cefersnee oo Solid Wiesce Management
and Muateriais Policy.

Authored o paper entitled "Bask Assesswenl A Toel For Taszising Makers” al che
Acsectaton of Brvitonmental Professaspels AEP Coadzrence on Poblic Policy wnd
Ervercccunental Chal leages

Cotahted 8 seminar o 1Tniversity o Calilomia, Los Angeles or the Baouleral
preptaas in BEnvinanmental Science and Juhlbe Health on the sobpect of O lealih
Risk dzmesnnwen™.

Aurnnred 1 paper eotitled MUncertanty Analyss -Ao Essential Comnponeng od’
Fealh Risk Assessment and Kisk Manacecnent” presented ef 1he TRAMHISTL
eopen workzhop an Bisk Asseserrend Tur Muenicipal Wasa Cambustcn
Repostwen, Lncerainty, and Hesranch Soeeds

Presented a talh v all-sie conaeguesey arly<is fon canemeTy hazndoes malenals
releitee s, Proserled ol e wsskhshep fon sudmimsiezing, agencies eondocled by the
Cite af L Sneeles Fire Depariiment,

Lvaluated. pows idied analy-is ol ieadimeny wepardon public health and hazardoos
ezl s rntagenent asue s asgociaed will the pennitting ol mone thas 20omujor
[reaer plants threoghbnl O alitome.



Developed Depattnwenbd policy. peepared pedicy documenis, oepulaions, sl
imyrructicam, sad el guillurl-.'l.; dewrtnme s sl retoience roalerials e wse in
crahmtion of pohlic heahib sod Iocgzdogs omtenals aegemenl aspects ol

proposed poser plants,

Froect Blanager on contracls lahine mare 1han S300.0000.

FES R



DECLARATION OF
Mike Krolak

[, Mika Krolak daclare as lollows:

| am presanlly employsd by the Celdornia Energy Commission in the Environmental
Office of the Syslams Assessments and Facilities Siting Divisien as a Planner 11,

A copy of my prolessicnal qualfications and experiance is atached hereto and
incorporated by reference herein.

| halpagd prapara the Initial Study on Hydrology and Walaer Qauality for the Modesio
Electric Generation Station project based on my independant analysis of tha Small
Fower Flant Exemption and supplements thereto, data from reliable documents and
sources, and my prolessional experience and knowledge.

1 is my profassional opinien thal the prepared testimony is vahd and accurate wilh
raspact to tha issus addrassad therain.

| atn personally barmiliar with the facts and conclusions related in the teslimeny and if
called as a witngss could testfy compatently thereto,

| declare under penally of perjury that the foregoing is rue and correct to the besl of
my knowladge and healief,

Dated: ‘»jl_wt_.r} i"|1{ LA Signed: /M/( ,-":h’,) }Z—%

Al Sactamanla, Calforma




Mike Krolak
Planmer 1l

EDUCATION

Bacheior of Science, Envirenmental Resource Scienca (Hydrobiology Emphasis),
Uniyersity of Galifornia, Davis, 2000,

Technical Coursework in Hydrology, Anueous Gecchamisiry, S0l Sgance,
Ecology. Environmental Planning, Environmeantal Law and Palicy.

PROFESSIONAL EDUCATION

Introduction to Groondwater, Mational Ground Water Association, Januany 2001,

EXPERIENCE

April 20072 o Fresent
Planner Il. California Energy Sommission, Systems Assessment and Facilities
Sitng Dinsion, Enviconmenmal Pratection Ofhce

Pravide analysis in a similar capacity 10 Plannar | dutias; howeaver, Planner Il duties
otten inciude more complex, projects.

Aprl 2001 to April 2002
Pianner |. Califernia Energy Commissior, Systems Assessment and Facilities
Siting Chivisien, Envirenmental Protection Office

Crganize, resaarch, and analyze soil and wataer resourco data asseciated with the
siting of pawer generalion facilities. Wentify ssues, iMpacts and qubgalion
measwes Owersee and coordinate {he acticns of consultants in galharing,
grganizing and analyzing soil and water resource data associated wilh the witng of
power goneration facilities. Coordinate with local governments. resource protection
agencies, envirenmental organizations and business crganizalions, Panicipate in
warkshops and meelings concarning Commission projecls and programs. Evaluata
existing and proposed l[aws, ordinances, requlations, slandards, and policias
parinent to ine soil and waler resourcas aspect of proposed energy faziibes.
Ferform writlcn asscssmen's of crorgy related aocuments.

Moeember 2000 te April 2001
Enargy Analyst. Calilamia Enargy Commissicn, Encrgy Facilibes Siting &
Frvirgnmental Protechion Divigien, Foviroomental Proleclion Office.

Pravide assistance in gathering. arganizing and analyzing wator and soil resources

data and identification of ssucs, impacts and mitigation Measures, ASSIE! in
caordinating with logal govermments, resqurce profection agencies, cnvironmental

July 15, #0633 1 MIKEKR-1.008



organizalions and businass organtzations. Farlic.pation in workshops and meetings
cohocaiming Commission projects and programs.  Evalugtion of exsling and
proposed laws. ordinances, regulztions, standards, and oolicigs perlinsnt o the
water and soil resource aspect of proposed energy faciiies, Padanm walten
assessmenis of energy related docurmens,

January 2009 te August 2000
Student Asslstant. Califernia Bnergy Commission, Engrgy Facilities Siling &
Environmental Pretection Division, Environmental Protaction OHice.

Assisled in gatharing and preliminary analysis ol watcr and ol resouree data used
by staff in sming anakyses. Assisted in evaluation of laws, ardinances, regulalions
and standacds pertinent to water and sof resSoUrces,

Junc 1996 lo Scplembor 1992
Summer Intern. Marin Municipal Water District, Water Quality Laboratony.

Assisted in tield coliaction and lab analysis of wator samples, of both realed and

source waters. Assisted in lake water gqualty treatments and in developing a laks
reaiment schedule, Investigated consumsn waler quality complains,

BALK L K- 1 1000 b Juy G, 2003



DECLARATION OF

David Fleres
[, David Flores declare as follows:
1. | am presantly employed by the Calitomnia Enargy Coemmissien in the Siting
Cffice of the Energy Facilities Siling and Environmental Protection Divisien as a

Flannar Il.

2. A copy of my professional gqualificalions and experience is attachad hararo and
Incarporated by reference harain,

3. | prepared the staff testimony an Land Use for the Modeste Irfgation District's
Ripon Ganeration Stalion (03-5PPE-1), hased on my indapendent analysis of
the Small Pawer Plant Exemnplicn and supplemants haredo, data from reliable
documeants and sourcas, and my protessional exporcnco and knowledge.

4. Itis my professional opinion that tha prepared testimony is valid and accurate
with respect to the ssue addressad tharain,

5. 1 am personally tamiliar with the facts and conclusions related in the testirmony
and if callad as a witness could teshify compelently Lharsta,

| daclare undar panalty of parjury that the faregoing is true and correcl 1o the best of
my knowledge and behef.

Dated:  July 14, 2003 Signed. TE——: s -— LW

Al Sacramonto, California




DAVID FLORES

WOHRK EXPERIENCE

Sept. 18983 Planner |. Calloria Energy Camrssion, bnengy Faolities Siting and
to Present Frotecticn Chvision.
- Provwde  techrocgl  Analysis ol proposed  enengy planning,

ronservation, and development programs on lans use, wviswal ardg
traffic and transportation resources.  Specific tasks include the
analyss of potanbal wnpacts, weaficalion of sunatle midigancn
measyres, preparstion of lestimony, and project manitoring o
cnadme compliance with local, state ard ladaral envircnmental laws
and regulal ors.

Maraoh 2%, 1988
fa Septerber 12, 1982 Semior Planner. County of Yolo Planning and Public Worka Deparrmsant

Seniar Flanmer - Current and Advanced Planring (Resourcaes Managament and
Flanning}

Prasenl responsil figs include tne following:

Aominister tha astablishme 1 of Planning schedules ard tmairamea campletsn
scnedules; Admemistration and staff suppant o Planning Commissor and Baard o
SLpervisors. Staff suppon and li2eon Lo eifizen's cormmittees. Praparation al
Ervironmenta documenls [Megalve Declaral ors, praparatian of Environmental
Impact Raporls are Calegnncal Exemnplians) in accordanze wilh Siate and Federal
Ragulabons

PLANMING ACHIEVEMENTS

- Frncipal £lal rvolves] in deveiopmeni af the Caunty Aight b1 Famn ang Williamson
Ast' Blue Ritbibon QOrinRnces

- Statl liaison 19 citizer committes for the commumties of Yola County

Substantial gxoriencs in working successiully with community orgamzahons and
Commitees on controwers al projocts

- Reapanzible for fne administration ol the Cafiforma Eevirenmental Quahby Aot (CESA)
for all maters going before the Flapping Commission and Bowd of Supomvizors.

EDUCATICM

California Stalo Univeraily & Sactarents
Unmivetsity of Caldorria & Davis

Major Environmentsl Studies

Minor: Business Administraiicn

Canbruwinyg educalion has includad: Writing for Managers, CEQA Updales,
Manageng [he CHica, CEOS Updata, Subdivisian Map Act. Gereral Plar Lpdate



DECLARATION OF
RAMESH SUNDARESWARAN

|, Ramesh Sundareswaran declare as follows:

| am presently emplayed by the California Energy Commission in the Envircnmental
Diffice of the Systems Assessments and Facilities Siting Division as a Health &
Safety Program Specialist,

A copy of my profeszional gualfications and experience is attached hereto and
incorporated by reference herain.

i hetped prepare the Initial Study on Waste Management and Public Health for the
MEGZS project bazed on my independent analysiz of the Small Power Plant
Exemption and supplements thereto, data friom reliable documents and sourcas, and
my professienal experience and knowledge.

It is my professional opinion that the prepared testimony s valid and accurate with
respect to the issue addressed therein,

| am personally familiar with the facts and conclusions related in the tesbmony and if
called as a witness could testify competently thereto.

| declare under penalty of perjury that the faragoing is true and comect to the best of
Iy knowledge and balisf.

i
Dated: /= 14 = = & Signed: o R’JL——

At Sacramento, California




RAMESH SUNDARESWARAN

SUMMARY

Crver 16 years of progressively responsible experiencs in management,
organizational. techmical and perlicy arews relaed o energy, urban
etvireiunetal mansgement sod planeing, pallutean eontral and
cheinical enginecnng. Consulling cxperience, govemment expenence,
and teaching experience. Expenence in the development gf siralegic
approaches o problens resolutien. Ability o inteprate maltidiseiplimary
appraaches W prohlem-solving. Capacity to enlist management and
warking groun suppeect and pacticipation in solving problems. Abiliny
to work 10 stressful environments. Ahility 1o explaio technical isiues to
won-technical audicnces. Substantal projeet development ansd
ImAndgerlent exparienoe.

EMPFLOTMENT

300-present Speciadise (California Encvrgy Cammission, Sacramentn, ©A)
I'eovided first-line advice and 1nput t0 upper manapement on the
teasibility, imnpacts, or petential public health and salely issues
on a variery of opatations, projects, of proposals related o energy
resaurce develapment and otilzation. Authored variows independent

analvses Mndings and epiniens. Audired and monitored projects for
gompliange.

129 T-5H) Asvaciate (Water Revources Costrod Bererred, £laklcokid, OA)
Performed & wide variety of conseltai ve, advisery and evaluative
duties in podlution prevenlion and onieatien of unpacls on wanst
resourees, Provided oral and wmitlen teximomes to uppet panageient.
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Senir Enpireer (BPS Ine.. Torrance, CA)

Deverloped, planned, conodinated and executed various projects in fhe
areas of crvironmental matigatuon, pallution preventoon and cantrel,
repulatery compliance and end-nf-pipe treatment ler media such as air,
aurfaee water, sroundwater, wasiewaster, soil and man-made struclones
and dittetcnt pollutants. Dhirccted siatf in the preparation of workplans,
reporls, process desiens, bids and specifications for vanous prajects.
Liaisend with povennrental apencies and negotiated environmental
permits and vapances for chenti, Advised clients on eegalatory
interpretations, Testified as Mot and sxnert wilness (0 enviroomentzl
litigations. Oversight and supervisian of staft, subcontractors and
veredors in completion of peojocts. Kosponsible for busincss
development and alse techmeal and cost proposal writing.

Project Mamrger ¢ Qomey & Moore. Suafo Aaua, CAp

Served s technical lead and alse provided leam foe a wide spectum of
envirgnmental and enginesnny prejec, Oversaw projects bor
tochnical, quality and finanelal perfrmamnee.

Frofeer Mangeer (MEH Associates, Carson, OAr

Provided management and teclnical support for various environmicntal
progeces. Cantralled peopest budpetschedule/peelormance. Procured,
sel up and manaped vontracts and interfaced with governmenital
wgencies and manapemant.

Mazordous Wwste Specteltst (Oramee Counly Health Care Azoercy.
Suamer Ana, Ay

Rendered regulatory oversighl Tor various prajects to protect pubbic
health and enviranment. Invelved in pelicy-meking and development
of environmental regulations,
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1974- 1975

dmsirnctar (LS Ervvironmente!l Prosectoinn AgencwUSEFApdir
Fotlurion Training fautitute, San Luiy Qbispo, CA)

Tauphl variouws air pollution courses to both industry and governmen.
Assisted course dinscror in progeam adminisication.

STHER EMPLEYIENT
Marketed corrosion mitigaiton technaelogies to e oil and gas
mehusiricy For sneer & years,

ERNCATION

Maszter of Engincering, Environmentid Engingering
Maswer of Business Administation

Huc heluer of Chernical Caginaering

MEESSMNAL AFHIATHNG

+ L4 Frovironmental Protection Agency’s (FEPA] Accidenl Relewse

Prevention Hoquirements poer revicwer

= Expert panel member on USERA s solvent sxiraction treataniliny
tcating pmdance document

= World Envitonmett £ cnler

= Repistered Envirenmental Assessor, State of Califorma [ e
PCLICENS b

COMPYTER SKILLS

Conversant with vanouws Windows Operatimg systems, MS OQlTce,
BMowvel]l Groupwise and other related sofwgre.



DECLARATION OF

Amanda Stennick

I, Amanda Stennick declare as follows:

. | am presently employed by The Califomnia Energy Commission in the
Environmental Protection Divigion as a Planner 11

. A sopy of my professional gualifications and experience is attached hareto and
incamporated by relerence hergin.

. | preparcd the staff tastimony on Secioeconemics for the Ripen MID SPPE
Praoject based on my independent analysis of tha Small Power Plant Exemption and
supplements hereto, dala fram rahable docoments and sources, and my profagsional
experienge and knowladge,

. INis my professional opinion that the prepared testimony is valid and accurate wilth
raspect o the issua addressed thersin.

. | am personally familiar with tha tacts and conclusions related in the teslimony and if
ealled as a witness could testify compeatantly tharata.

| deciara under penally of parjury thal the laregoing is true and correct to the best of
my knowledge and belief.

i .-"'II'I I
Dated: jie"-lh qu,. L0073 Signed:; ?_“ Fltia VL‘K ,f-".' .ff"ﬂ.sm M.u{*'f
|

A Sacramanlo, TA




ECUCATION
B.A. 1086

WORK EXPERIENCE

ot 1983
for Apnl 1998

April 1998
present

194
1993

AMANDA STENNICK

Urniversity ol California, Dav g, Urban and Econamic Geography

Planner |. Calitomia Energy Commission, Enargy Fagilities Siling and
Protection Dhwsicn.

-

Prowde  technical analysis of proposed  ensrgy plannimng.
conschyalion, and development progrems on lBnd use ard
sociaconomms rasaimees.  Specific tasks mclude the analysis of
potenial impacts, identfication el i akyle rrilgation maasures,
preparation of tesimomy, and project monmitoring o ensure
romphanca with local, state and fedaral smvaranmental Aws and
requlalions, Recent wark  includes  padicipation e the
chviranmental justize task force, and preparation of environmental
Justice whie paper, prasented 10 Commissioners, rasearch and
preparation of discussion on discoum rates and net present walue
for the SFEC siling projoct. preparation of scciopoconomic scction
on 1956 Churey Library Groop Repon; praparation of forestry
seciion on 1887 CEC Gobal Clirate Change Report; ongoing
damograghic rasearch for anvironmental justicoe igsucg in siting
[ 5EI%.

Planner I. Cabfornig Energy Commission, Ensrgy Fao ites Siling and
Protect on Division.

Provide  technical analysis of proposed  energy  planning,
aonsardalion, ard developmant progeams on land wse and
SO0 DRCOCADMIC resounzes.  Spacil tasks molude the analysis of
potential mpacts, dentification of suteble miigaton measures,
praparabon of astimany, and proect manitoring o ensure
complinnce with Iocal, state and faderal amvronmental aws and
regulations. Recenlt work  includes  parigipaior in the
envirnmeanlal justice task lorca, and prepatation of envircnmental
justce white paper. presemead o Commissicners; research and
preparalion of disceszon o0 discount rates and net present value
for the SFEC sbing progect; praparation of soooacoaomic 2eclion
on 18986 Quincy Library Group Report: preparation of toresiny
saction on 1997 CEC Global Climale Change Report, ongoing
elempgraphie research for emargnmenal jostice 1550es o 2iling
TSRS,

Environmenial Analyst/Planner. Beak Consullants

Envirarmental Planner for EIREA for the Mrrmmesth County W atar
Diztrict, nvalving he anatyses ol potential impacts res.ating ‘rom
lake waler trangfers and maintanance of instream flows in the
Mammeoth Lakes Basin, Prepared land osc, S0CIOCCONCmMIcs,
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]
194839

recreation, and public servces and otilibies 2octions of EIRES.
Erwironmental Planner tor an Effluent Treatment Plant EIS for
Simpson Paper company.,  Preparad land use, S0ciocconomics,
recreation, public servces and  ufilifes,  canolnive  mpacts
secuons, and miigation monitoring,

Ervironmaniat Plannar for FoleomSAFCA Recperaton. Work
involvad dotermining parameters of project descripion with respes:
trn watar rodeling, proojact geographic boundares, and agency
junsdictional poundanes; comphance with (ederal, state, and local
plans &7d folicias.

Environmental AnalystProject Manager, ECOE. Inc.

L}

Froiect ManagerPlarner,  EIR for & Planned Dewvalopmen,
Ganaral Plan Amendmant, and rezone mquest for a 30d4-acre
Businres pid Industnal Park espanson for the Podt of Sacramento.
Prepared work scope and budget for Public Impravements Plan and
a specily Plan for 80-acre Mixed UseWater Relaled developmeant,
and Mitgation Monitering Plan and  Staterment of  Crverriding
Considerations 1or the Cily of Wesl Sacramento,.  Specdic lasks
includod coordinatien with subcontractors on technical sections of
EIR; meetings with Assistam Pon Direcior and City staff 1o present
Puble Improvements Plan, Spacit o Flan, tentalvg parcel map, and
aritimal projact phaging. discussion with COFG and Fort staff on
regonal approach to mitigaton for proggct-irmpactad  andangered
Spociog.

Froject  ManagenPIRNDET, EIR  for  ithe  Widhorse
Residential’Recreational Plannea Cewelopment tor the City of
Davis Specilic tasks ingluded CEGS compliance. wriling tochneal
goctions on land use, projec! stematives, and cumulale impacs,
ard determining apprapriate projec! allenatives as based on 1raffiz
rrpdals and Allewebla oo sing densihes.

Projact Manager. Yole County Powerling Crdinance. Froject tasks
inciuded developing siting palicies and rtigaton measdras o
placamean: ol a>owerlines and substatons.

Assistant Planner. Sacramento County Flanning Depatment.

-

Prinzipal Author.  Enargy Comporent of the Public Sarvcas and
Facilites Elermont of the Sacramente County General  Plan.
Coordinate work allots with thee CEC, SMUD, apd PGERE to
develop environmental and siting palicies ler energy fac lihes and
fransmizsion lines, dentify crvironmental impacts and appropriale
rmihgalion Measuras.

Planner/ Assistant Flanner. volo County Community Development

-

Flrnnrg  lRison for Homeslaks  Mining Company's — [HRWC]
Mclaughlin Mine, Conducted meetings on lhe Taclrrical Row ew
Panel's envirpnmental monitgring of HMC's MoLaoghlin Ming, and



1984

prepared s1alf repors on lhe nrglerantaticn of ose pemmit phasing,
regarding issues <f water quality. and /mpacts o' the tgilings pord
an hiclogic resources.  Spachc 1sks noleded sile visits o monitor
Ihe revegetaton plan and oiher miigation messues as specilied n
the use perrid. oral ard wrilen presemtatiors o the Plannrg
CoarTiTrigsion.

Consultant. Pan Faoiticc Friengy Devalopment Corgaraticn.

Consung jotr 1o aevelep A regional energy plan for rural areas of
develaping ceunties including decentralized non-lossil fuel power

plamts i agriculiural  regions. Attended IREC and AWEA

Inlernatonal Somlarcnoe i Honolulw.

FROFESSIONAL AND CONTINUING EDLICATION

'gas Cahlorma Ervvironrnantal Ouality Act (LS Davis)

‘989 Subdnasior. Map Act (LIS Davis)

*a91 Fiacal Impact Analysis (LG Daws)

V90 APA Conference [San Franciscs)

10904 Ernvieonmanial Justice Corferenca (O Berkeloy

19498 Cal fornia Environmentak Quabiny &ot (Calilomia Enengy Commission)
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS

Azsocighon of Ervircrrmental Prafassionals
American Planning Assooation



DECLARATION OF

James 5. Adams

I, James 3. Adams declare as tollows:

1.

| amn presently employed by the Cali{fomia Energy Commission in the Siting
CHfice of the Energy Facilities Siting and Environmental Protaction Division as
an Environmeartal Flannar.

& copy of my professional qualfications and experience 15 altached hergto and
incorporated by referance haraln,

| prepared Lhe staff testimony on Traffic and Transportation tor the Initial Sludy
for the Modesto Irrigation District’s Ripon Generalion Station (03-SPPE-1},
bazed ocn my indapendent analysis of the Small Power Plant Exermptian and
supplemenls herglo, data from reliable decuments and sources, and my
profassicnal experance and knowladgo.

. s my professwenal apinian thal the prepared tastimany is valid and accurala

wilk respect to the issue addressad tharain.

| am parsonally familiar with the facts and conclusions related in the testimony
and if called as a witness could leslily compatently therato,

| declare under penalty of perjury that the forageing is true and comect to the best of
my kngwledge and boliof,

Dated:  July 14, 2003 Signed:

Al

Sacramenty Califomis I,I'



51989
Present

1111947
Prozgnt

&/1994--
1018497

81978
121982

July 14, 2003

James 5. Adams
Enviranmental Protection Oflice
Califernla Energy Commission
1518 Ninth S5ireel
Sacramento, CA 05814-5504
PH {916) 653-0702, FAX {916) 654-3882
Jadams @enargy. state.ca.us

Environmental Planner

Foview uppheaninne foe corocation B acguire permils from the Calilinmia
Loy Cormromssiom o beeld electric senecatinge power planls, Specifos w@chnical
ficlds pwlude soviocconomics and walf and sraqspodation

Energy and Resource Consultant

Frovide clicnts with tochnical expartiso on various 1ssues related to natural
resource use and developmenl. Current activities include Mmanaging an
Imeryemnion by the Redwood Allance before tha California Pubdlic Lilities
Commission regarding the dacommission:ng of the Humbeoldt Bay Powor
Flant's nuclear reactar.

Senior Analyst - Safe Enargy Communication Council {SECC}

Aasponsitile tor developing andior iMplemenling campaigns on Yanous

Bnergy issurcs invo ving the prometion af energy ellcrency and renewable
energy and advocating 1ess reliance on nuclear powsr. Managed
educational aulreacn eforts 10 newspaper editcrial writers throughout the
WS, o encourage coverage of energy issuas. Paricipated in moatings
and nagotations with key Clinton adm nistration officizls, mambers ot
Congress and staff, national coalitions, and grassroots arganizationg on
mportant energy issues (eg. US. Department of Energy Budgel for Fiscal
Years 19G6-1988). Succesefully ralzed 140,000 from privale foundations
to suppor SECC achwitics.

Principal Consultant - Redweaod Alliance

Provided consulting sarvices fo the All ance; a renewable energy/political
advocacy organization. Major respons bilities included managing and/or
participaing 10 soverat nterventions/appearances befors the Califormia
Public Utilties Commissian, Califorma Enerdy Commission. Califarmia
Legislawe. LJ.5. Congress and the L5, Nuclear Regulatary Commission.
Izeuas included elactnc wility planning options, greater reliance on cnergy
aefficiency and renawahle enargy, nuclaar power economic analysas,
desommissioring cost estirmates, and nuclear wasle managemenl and
disposal.

1 Jedama-res.dos



21983--

51586  Matural Resource Specialist
Assisted privale consulling. firms. non-profil corporabons and governimen:
agencias in various projects related to the enhancomonl and protecticn of
nabicnaf torests in Martharn Califerma and Southern Oregen. This included
conttacts with the U.S. Forest Sarvice, Fish and Wildlife Service, National
Fark service. the Calfamia Coaslal Conservancy, and privale
landowners.

B/ 197 8--

proscnt  CansubantJournalistParalegal/Lobbyis)
Throughout the pericd of work outlined above, | have written a
considerable amount of news aniclas and reporns connected to ongoing-
projecls and issves of personal inlerest. The log, alfadministrative
intorventions Rava required extensive paralegal work lo support attorneys,
and technical oxpertise to idaniify and assist consultants. In addibion,
many of the projeets required consulting services and lobbying, al the
local, state and federal level whenever necessany, as well as
working with tne print arnd 1elewsion media as appropriatle.

Frarm 1978 through 1984 1 servad on the Board of Directars for twe locals
nan-profit agencies devoted to sustainabla community davelopmeant,
Redwaad Communily Development Council and Redwood Communiny
Acticn Agency [BCAA). | also was tured on stafl at RCAA as 2 natwral
resource specialist whech is explained more fully above. | am prolicient
wilhy campulers, printors, fax machinas and relatad eguipment,

EQDUCATION

MA. Social Science. Folitical science and natura. rescurces emphagis.
California State University &t Humbaoldt. Gradyated Decamber 1288,

B.a. Folilical Sciance. Political and economic aspects of natural resouarco
developmenl, with a particular emphagis in lorest ecalogy and appropriate
technology. Cahlomia State Univarsity at Humbaldt. Graduated June

1978,

Avademc

Hamors, Member of P GAMMU MU Hongor Sacraty since 1986

MILITARY SERVICE

FI195E--
91973 LS. Mawy. Air Traffic Sontroller
Hongralile Dhscharge

Jodams-res. doo 2 July 14, 2003



DECLARATION QF
Cr. Ched Odoemelam

|. Obed Odoemelam declare as follows:

| am prasently employed by the Califernia Energy Commission in the
Environmental Pratection Ofice of the Systems Assessmends and Facilties Siting
Division a= a Staff Toxieologist,

A copy of my professional gualifications and experence is attached herato and
incorporated by retarance hergin,

| helped prapara the staft testimeny on Transmission Line Safety and Nuisanca
lor the Modesto Irigation District Electric Generation Station Project based on
my indepandant analysis of lhe Small Powar Plant Exemption and supplaments
tharels, data from reliable decuments and sountes, and my prolessional expenience
and knowladge.

It 13 ray professional opinikon that the preparad tastimony is valid and accurate with
raspact to the ssus addrassad thersin,

I am personally familiar wilh the facts and conclusions related in the lastimony and if
called as & witness could lestify competenthy thersto.

| deciara under penalty of parjury that the foregeing is true and carracl 1o tha best of
my krowledge and baliaf.

. | " ,\_-u;_':_-c:_ PR L
Dﬂtﬂd: J .'I S Eigngd: (f_ MLl!:ql [T -','_,n:;.-..__

At: Sacramento, ﬂalif‘nmia




RESUME

DR OB R OOCH D AW

ETAMC AT

- 108 ] Liniwcrgity f Califoonia, Dhavis, Califormia, PRIX. Beotoeicnbogy

| &} 157 Lniversiy of Wisconsin, Eau Clawre, Wisconsin. NS, Biclooy.
(R EE Uhmvesrsity of Wiscnsm, Toun Clhare, Wiseomsn, B 5. Biclogy
CXPERIENCE:

1905

The Present:  Calilorma Energy Comnmission. Stali Toxicologist.

Reapuoosible for the technical ovessight of stsdrs from sl Divisions in the Conunisson as
well gz outside conswltants or Univemsity researchers whis manasge o condwct mul-@iscrolingry
rescarch inosupport of Cotmmission programs. Ressarch is m ke Tollowing program sreas: Enorey
conservaion-relted mdoor pollution. powes plant-melaed outdoor pollution. power phint-ne e
wisbe managemenl, alemotive fuels-relaesd bealth eflecls, waste water trealmem. and the healih
effect- ol elociromagneiie ticlds. Scrve 28 scientific adviser w Commassioners sml Commission
stalT on ssies reled o cnergy eoeservebon. Serve on satewide alvisory panels o0 ssoes sl
e rouliple chemecal sensiteaty, seotilation standads. electiomagneie ield regolation, beahh nsk
wszsessment, amd outdoot pelluton conteol techaology. Teatfy as an eaperl witness 1 Commissior.
heanmgs o belan: the Cabifonua legislature on health 1ssues relared w enerey develipment and
coniervation, Feview research propesals snd findings tor policy wplications. iceract with lederal
and stale wgencwes and industry on the cstablishment of csposwre himads Jor covinnmental
malhatanis, and propare st Jor pullicalion.

PFaRs- 10t Caldnmin BEnerey o ssan.

Frsponsible for asscssing the poential impocs of cilera and nonenteri pselolmes aee
hazardows wisies wssoeuued with the construction. opetation und  decomnrmssioning: of speolic
(eieet plent proqects. Teshfied befors the Commssion inthe pawers plam ceatificanion process, and
nteracted with fedeeal and stale seeneics on the cstahlishmant of enviconmemal Lirics for ol ard
winer ol lutants,

R R R B Califomio Repotment of Food and Aprculiwne,
Envirommentual Health Specialist.
Fralnsted pestoide zegestronion defa regaediog the bealth and covmommental clfeets of

agrcultural chemicals, Fremored repents for public infermatan m connevlion wilh the srodication
ab apeatle agriculurel pests in Celilomea.



DECLARATION CF
Al MoCucn

I, Al McCuen declare as followse:

1.

Vam prasantly employed by the Califorma Energy Commissicn in the Enginesring
Office of the Syeternz Assessments and Fagitities Siting Dwision as a2 Senior
Electrical Engineer.

A copy of my professional qualifications and experience iz atached hereto and

incorporated by reference herein.

. I'helped prepare the staff testimaony on Transmissien System Engineering far the

Modesla Irngation Listrict Electne Generatian Station baged on my independent
analysis of the Small Power Plant Exemption and supplements thercto. data from
reliable documents and sources, and my professionsl expenence and
knowledge.

. tis my prefessional epinion that the prepared testimony is vald and accurate

with rezpect to the issue addressad tharein

| arm personally familiar with the lacls and conclusions related in the lestimony
and if called a2z a witness could testify compatently thereto.

| declare under penalty of penqury that the forcgoing is truc and correct to the best of
my knowledge and belief

f n .
Dated: xjiﬁ/i}i A e i Signed: (/Q’wﬁ ek

At

Sacramenla, California




Albert A. McCuan
SEMIOR ELECTRICAL ENGINEER

Education

A.8., Electronic Enginesring, Callege of the Siskiyous, Weed, CA
B.5.. Electncal Engineering, Calitornia State Liniversity, CA

Profeaslonal Background

1950 to prasent—-Senior Transmission Planner for Regulatory Transmisskon Engineering, Elecirical
Enginearing, and Tranamission System Evaluabiion. Special consullant for Transmission Safaty and
Muisance discipling.

1987 to 1589--Suparvisor of Transmiggsion Evaluation Unit ke Transmission Satety and Muisancs,
Ebzctrical Enginesrirng, Transmission Enginesrng and Transmission Sysiem Evaluation technical
disciphnes.

1978 to 1987--Transmission System Program SpecialistHeaith and Safety Program Specialist,
Califomia Energy Commission {(CEC), Siting arwd Envirgnmental Division,

Expart witness for the Commission's power plant appeoval proceas and Commission  staf
kansmiasion planner.  Major assignmenis in transmission enginesring and transmission syslem
planning. Duties emphasize delarmination of the adegquacy, accepiability and relalive menl of
applicant proposals for major transmitsion facilfiss (and staff proposed alematives) in consideration
o! economics, reliability, conformancs with ransmissicn system planning criteris, and coondination of
ragional transmission and generation faclities. Major assignments have also includsed scoping macra
Iransmission  policies for Califonia, Developing Commission  trangmission  system  planning
requiations and guidelines, developing common Toecasting mothodolegy for tensmission sysham
planning uiility reporing.

1977 — 1978-Manager, Trangmission Line Effects Seclion, CEC, Compliance and Safsty CHice.

HResaarch, analysis and evaluation of public heath, safety and nuisance concems for transmission
lings. Duties included ongineonng calculations of Iransmisslon [ine slectrical effects, raview and
assasamant of lechnical puklications and healih, safaty and nuisance slandards.

1976 - 197T7--Energy Facility Siting Plannsr, CEC, Compliance and Sataty Offics

Research and evaluation of existing material and health and safsty standards applicable to thermal
powser plants and transmission lines. Rasponsibls for coomdination of expen wilness to testify at
heanngs, preparation of cross examination guastions, analysks of impact of aftasts and praparation of
siaff sumrmary reports on Nolice of Inent(s) and hearing teslimony.

1360 — 1376--Electrical Erginsaring, Privaia finrm - Elactrical, Mochanical and Systems Engincesing
Construction Contractar.  Enginesring duties and coordination rasponsibillties for the construction of
powsr plants, switchyards, power linds, indusital buikdings and process condrgl  sysiems.
Responsible for cods and specification interpretation and compliance, design, project cost estimates
and installabion.



DECLARATION OF
LAIPING NG

|, Laiping Ng declare ag fallows

1.

| arm presently ernployed by the Califormia Energy Comrmission in the
Enginesnng Office of the Systems Assessment & Facildies Siting Division as an
Associate Electrical Engineer.

A copy of my professianal gualifications and experience 15 attached hereto and
ncorporated by reference herein.

| helped prepare the staff testimany on Transmission Systerm Engincering, for
the MID Electric Generation Station project based on my independent analysis
of the Application for Small Power Plant Exempricn and supplemanls herelo,
data from reliable decumenls and sources, and my professicnal experience and
knowledge,

It 1= ny professional opinion that the grepared testimony 15 vald and accurate
with respect to the 1ssue addressed therein.

| am perscnally familiar with the facts and conclusions related in the testimony
and if called as 3 witness could testify competently therato.,

| deciare under penalty of perury thatl the foregoing is true and correct ta the best of
my knowledge and belief.

Daled. ?/ "r#/ 2‘“_'3 Signed: f?é"“"r;“:‘,%—- /Vj"f

At

macramento, Cakifornia




Luiping My
Associale Blecirica]l Fogineer

Lducetion:

Maser of Soicnce: Electnoul Tngwneening - Prower
Ualitornaa Sqate Crniveesioy, Socrvamento. Preeember 1997

lEachelor of Scicnee: Elecincal Enginesange - Power
Cabfomu Soate Lnivarsily. Suciamenw. day (991,

Poweer Clemibicate — BPRL Wy TUUHE

Expericice:

Apnl 19%% — Prosent:

Rewview and evaluiate clectncal nomsmrssion sislem seclions of the applicsion teensace that the
[ransmissian cnpinecang aspects of the power plann, switchyads, sulbslations, and the nelaed
fucilznies comply with apphciblc ks, ardinances. regulations. amd standards (JLORS

Prepare wellgr analysis, which address the issues of the sdequacy of proposed panects 1o mee)
applicable | RS,

Pertorm loud Do stughies and Toull analysia.

Covcdinate wilth CAIRCY, WSO0 and other regulany gaetens and coundinate with wiilities
purripanizs in the neview andd evglugdion of 1he power plant sitng process,

Bl 1991 — Al 1THHE

Prepared congineenng bl speciications for recoramended  Lighting and HYAD projects.
Lealusted conmractr buls and recommended contractiors 1o cestomers. . Reviewed RFTS aid
RI12:  bEvaloated, selecusd, ond monoped emgnnecnne consultants, Administeared  and
aoordimated Conleucts.

Lresignca clovtoical sysivms for ndaor and eoidissr lighting snd Tghong conteoks. Assisted
tdesrgn conling swstcms and condools Tor school Tuldings and offwee boldmge, Bevewed med
checkedl elecineal Tighting designs ood deowings, Analveed designs and made recommendaions
tor effeciive i hpns

Ferfermed faahty cocrgy audns and fueld sueveys on scbools, alfees, hospitals ood sounty gl
Cacilivies 1o ulentty encrzy efticency imprevements and cost estiroate with cespect 1 hphting
aod VAL systerns Inspecrod lighting angd TPV AC sesierm cguapment iestallstion.

Worsed wilh repulidory agoicies 19 conducl Jay-w-lay Teeis weorks such ax parbicipaled in
Peonresideinial Eoergye Bfficiency Siondands developmen Acoms. Preparcd and - opdaned
Slandands concemrating oA interior Tualdineg illormemation amd mdoor and cwutdoor Thaod
lighting.



DECLARATION OF
Eric Knight

I, Erc Knight declara as follows:

. | am presently employed by lhe Califomia Energy Commission in the Envirenmental

Office of the Systems Assessments and Facilities Siting Division as a Planner 11

. A copy of my professional gualifications and experience is attached herelo and

incorporated by reterenca harain.

! halped prepare the staff tastirmony on Visual Rasourcos, tor the MID Elactric
Generation Station Project based on my independent analysis of the Application for
Small Power Flam Exemption and supplements hergto, dala from rellable
dacurments and sources, and my profassional axpaience and knowladge,

It is my profassional opinion that the prepared testimony 15 vehd and accurate with
raspect to the issue addressad therain.

| am parsonally familiar with 1he facts and conclusions refated in tha testimony and if
callad as a witness could tastify competantly thereto,

| declare under penally of perjury that tha loregeing is true and comect to the bost of
my kncwladga and haliaf.

o

oo A *
Dated; - led 07 Signad: 3“““ ot =AM
R
Al Sacramentg. Califomiz




ERIC KHIGHT
Planner |

EDUCATION
BA — Environmental Studics, Calfornia State Univeraty, Sacramento, 1993
M mor - Government, O30S, 1993

FROFESSIONAL EQUCATION

CEQA Workshop. Aszaciaton of Envirnnmental Professionals, February 1559
LA Overwew and Updato, UC Davis Ext. Pragram, ,une 1593

Land Llse Planming tor Envircnmental Professionalz, UC Davis Ext., May 1956
Intreduction ta ArcView and Avenue [GI1S), ESRIL August 1985 and May 1594

EXPERIENGE

Jure 20030 12 present
California Enargy Camrmission, Systems Assessment & Facilitios Siting Division,
Frinmpnmental Frotection Office
Plannar I {Plarmer | between 1058 — 6/00)

Respgnsible for conducting, or ovarsesing tha devaloprment of, independent analyses ol
the polerhal visual, land use, and traffic impacts of power plant proposals. COiher
responsibilfies include rev ewing applications 1or data adequacy, panicipating in
worksnops with applicants and the public. prepanng wntten leshimaony. ana presenting
Tesnmony al hearings.

Jurne 1985 — Cctober 19498
Calitgmia Energy Commission, Energy Faalitias Siting & Ervironmsntal Protecticn
Divizian, Engmegring Office
Encrgy Analyst'FPlanaer |

tlalped 1o advance local govemments’ use of urgan plann rg tools. Davelopsd a GIS
databasce and anabyhical 1ol for a community-panaing project in San Diego. Authorad a
chapter to the Naticnal Wind Coordinating Connrmittaa's Permilting of Wing Enargy
Facilibes: A Hanobkeok Holpod toowrite, edit and review vanoos Eqengy Commission
puUbdications.

Jurie 18984 — June 1955
Cepatment of Toxe Subslances Cantrzl. Calitomia ERPA
Fragram Technician
(Student Assistant: Masch 1983 - Januany 19594}

Frovirled regulatony assistance to hazardous waste generalors, lrarnsporlers and
storage faclily operalors.,

January 1992 — June 1582
Sacramento Valley Toxics Campaign
Swclent 1qlern

Filzd public record requests with slale and federal agenies. Condugied reseanch and
authored an anule lor the cAmprign newslener, Helped 16 organize community
maalings press conferences and public cutrcach avenes.,



DECLARATION QF

lla Lewis

I, lla Lewis declare as follows:

. | am presently amployed by the Calitornia Enargy Commission in the Complianco
COifice of the Energy Facilines Siting and Environmantal Protection Division as a
Compliance Projact Manager,

. A copy of my professional qualifications and experience 15 altached hereto and
incorparated by reference herein.

| helped prepare the staff taslimeny on General Conditions for the MID Modeslo
Eleciric Generalion Slation Project based on my indapendant analysis of the Smaill
Pawer Flant Exernption and supplernents hereto, data lrom reliable documents and
sources. and ry profeszional exparienca and knowledgs,

. Itis my professional aprmion thal the prepared testimony is valid and accurale with
respect to tho 1ssue addrassed thernein,

. Lam persanally Farmiliar with 1he tacts and corclusicns related in the testimany and if
called as 4 witness could teshfy competently tharato.

I declare under penalty of perjury thai the “aregaing is true and correct 1o the best of
Yy knowledoe and belief.

Caled:  Juby 14, 2003 Signed:;ﬁ_ @

At Sacrarments, Calitornia
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[LA LEYIS
FLANNER I

Cahformaa Eneegy Commmisgion Engrgy Facilities Siing and Toviner nwental Frotectuen
12 pzicn

Complioe Pragest banage: - Chocees e constroctian and opesidion azlivilies of enerey
facilities.  Wilh asseonoe Tem the division = rechoical siadd, ensare that project oo 2
coanpdy with the comditions of eomifciion Sesve as e leader i 1 poocessing ol post-
ceraficater. amendments. complaints and focility elocures. Wik with the Sitng Frojm:
Muampger o reviese combitions o cemtifications Seeve ax beam Jeader Tor all compliznee
IrOnItaAn aclls Ioes.

Caldornia Intepraded Wasie M araperem Boond  Waste Prevesion pngd Yok
Develapnent Dhvision

Interrated Wasle Manupememt Speckalist - Hesprasible foc dmplemening Califoria's
plastice ey ling fivae, il deselopang and expandine markels (07 postcUTEUMET resn n
Calitomia.

Calilorma Interraned Woaste Monanement Board— Diversion Phiming ol Tawal Asy istang
[Hvasinn

[rieperated st Manage ment Speciali -
Towal Assiskangs Braogh  Assist weith deseloping and reviewiog wasle g meent
plannimg docunieeds oz cioes and coanties i Sochom £ alifomi.

Fublic Driversion Assiesncs Seetion e Stie offivesiinsditaton s aod school disinets in
muesl cucal Countics o Calfamie with implemaeelnion aod oeosigesvanl of 1lein woansie
divuesivad reee i puoEcns

Cralilormig baeray Ceanammszion -

Eoeray Analvst: Lnergy Technolagy Livisien = Pednnmed rechnical'sconomic cealuationg,
and I'I::‘CL"'L’II'I_'hl.:I.L'IiII"liI.I_'!.':-'.l:'l:j aleermastive Fugls ]:,nl_:r_g}' "]_";'n;'h|1|_'\-||._'|g'_-.- If.:ﬁ_p-url I"n;_'ugrum;
[nfommmion rassfeomanagement scvilics, cotducted mlemational visior liaison: and
FEERTIIS MR B TR | TLER TR en

wlanagerrenl Services Techmcwan:  Sule Schoslbus Clean Foel Fifcizmey Demonsoration
Frogram, Assistnt Projeut o cer Gor the Enerey Liveleprient Repon

Frogeut Secretary Prowided suppar for the poosece plant siting application process.

Education for Lrememey [nsmctor, English ag o Second Languae. bor 190 cnesm,
ConApan =4 el Bk i,

Londifoaria save Uneceraly, Sacoanweno, B Social science, W],
Linwversily o Caldomia, Iavis Currentty eocallsd in TEEC (emiluicn pogoam.
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